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ABSTRACT
A Phenomenological Study of Positive Coteaching Dyads Perceptions of Their Coteaching
Relationship
by
Ashley Weber

The purpose of this phenomenological study was to understand how coteaching dyads perceive
their coteaching relationships including how they implemented coteaching and how their school
leaders supported them. Participants in this study were located in one county school system in
East Tennessee. Data was collected through an online survey distributed to 40 teachers, of whom
28 responded. Then data was collected through in person one-on-one interviews. Coteachers who
participated in the interview process all rated themselves high on the Coteaching Rating Scale.
The overarching research question was What makes coteaching relationships effective? Three
research questions were analyzed. From the data, 7 themes emerged including being equal
partners, both teachers teach all students, meshing personality, the skills of communication and
classroom management, the importance of teacher knowledge, and the role of special educators
as supporters in the inclusion classroom.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
Laws concerning students with disabilities have been a part of the public education
system since 1975 (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 2020). While the inclusion of
students with special needs was an important change that needed to be made in the public
education system, teachers have struggled to find the best way to educate students with special
needs alongside students not identified as special needs. The most recent method for doing so
was inclusion. Inclusion is placing students with special needs into the general education
classroom (Brown, 1997). The initiative came from the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act, which stated that students with special needs have the right to be taught in the least
restrictive environment (LRE) by a teacher certified in that content area (Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, 2004). This requirement stopped special education teachers from
solely teaching general education content to students unless they were dually certified. Special
Education teachers were no longer able to teach specific content areas unless they held a license
in that area as well. In addition, in 1975, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EHA)
allowed for a free, appropriate education (FAPE) to every child with a disability across the
United States (Individuals with Disabilities Act, 2020). Both changes lead to the decision for
special education teachers to partner with general education teachers to ensure that students with
disabilities were gaining access to the general education curriculum. While there has been
researchers who showed inclusion was helping students socially; even less research showed it
helps academically, teachers of inclusion are conflicted on whether coteaching inclusion classes
is effective and how to effectively coteach an inclusion class especially in middle school and
high school level where the content becomes especially complex and rigorous.
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Researchers have not fully studied the impact that inclusion settings have on general
education students (Gilmour, 2018) at the secondary level where the curriculum is rigorous and
expectations for students to achieve are high. Teachers’ goals are to improve student
performance, they often feel unnecessarily pressured by acts passed by the government to make
students succeed on standardized tests. Acts such as Race to the Top (2009) which includes
closing the achievement gap of students, No Child Left Behind Act (2002) which includes
boosting performance of certain groups including students with special needs now replaced by
the Every Student Succeeds Act (2015) where the process of selecting proficiency standards,
based on state assessments, is decided by state department educational leaders. Therefore, in
addition to the high expectations set by education leaders through these laws teachers must also
balance the expectation of providing an inclusive education for students with special needs with
individualized education plans (IEPs). Unfortunately, schools are rated on academics and not
how inclusive they are (Maciver et al., 2018). This causes many teachers to focus their attention
on general education students first and special education inclusion students second. This problem
is further exacerbated by the fact that in many secondary schools, students are grouped by ability
and teachers can become overwhelmed with many inclusion students who need accommodations
and differentiation with a few general education students or even sometimes none to support peer
collaboration.
One strategy that many school leaders have turned to is a coteaching model that many
schools use to support students in inclusion settings. Coteaching is defined by Murawski (2003)
as “when two or more educators co-plan, co-instruct, and co-assess a group of students with
diverse needs in the same general education classroom” (p.11). Coteaching has many different
models including one teach, one assist and parallel teaching (Keeley et al., 2017; Scruggs et al.,
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2007). While the idea of coteaching is very common, many general education teachers feel
unprepared to implement it effectively (Friend et al., 2010; Scruggs et al., 2007) and many
special education teachers feel as though they are just a general education teacher’s assistant
(Keefe et al., 2004). It is important that the evaluation of inclusion not be on where students
with special needs are placed but rather on what is happening in the classrooms (Weiss & Glaser,
2021). Students with disabilities deserve the same focus on education as their general education
peers. It is imperative that leaders in education reflect on the concept of inclusion to decide
whether coteaching is effective and if it is effective in some classrooms but not in others, how do
they improve the practice for those teachers?
Statement of the Problem
The relationship between general education and special education coteachers is a
complicated one. Researchers have likened the relationship to that of a marriage (Murawski,
2008; Scruggs et al., 2007; Stivers, 2008). In order for the relationship to be effective, teachers
must be able to build a connection that allows them to trust each other. Teaching is such a
personal craft; teachers often feel as though their students are their own children. Therefore,
when another teacher enters their classroom, it can be difficult to relinquish control or even to
share control. Therefore, educational leaders need to consider many factors when pairing
coteachers, including but not limited to teacher personalities, the number of students in the
classroom, professional development about special education and coteaching, as well as
scheduling. In addition, researchers have discovered that the effectiveness of coteachers is highly
dependent on coteacher relationship (Lehane & Senior, 2020). Consequently, it is important to
uncover how teachers develop a positive and effective coteaching relationship.
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In addition to the lack of effective implementation of coteaching, researchers do not
currently delineate how to place students in co-taught inclusion classes or in special education
classes. King-Sears et al. (2021) concluded that students with special needs in co-taught
inclusion classes had moderately improved academic achievement over students taught in a
special education setting. In addition, their analysis broke down the academic achievement by
tested subject area showing that co-taught classes had a medium effect size in math and language
arts but not in other subject areas. With a need for more research on the topic, it can be difficult
for teachers to commit to the implementation of co-taught inclusion classes.
Unfortunately for many schools, researchers stated that many teachers reported not
having support from administration in their schools (Brendle et al., 2017; Keefe et al., 2004;
Pratt, 2014; Scruggs et al., 2007). Teachers are informed at the beginning of the year that they
are teaching a co-taught inclusion class and no other support is in place. Teachers report lack of
common plan time, resources, and training (Friend et al., 2010; Keefe et al., 2004). This makes it
difficult for teachers to engage in the process of coteaching in a way that benefits students and
their own professional learning. While researchers indicated that coteaching inclusion does have
some positive impact on students with special needs, it is not clear how teachers effectively
implement a coteaching model in the middle school and high school level. Maciver et al. (2018)
stated that there is a lack of information on how to teach inclusion for older students. The
complexity of coteaching requires many components to be present for coteachers to effectively
teach. Researchers have reported that in middle school inclusion classes special education
teachers were not being used to differentiate or individualize instruction for students with special
needs even though they were involved (Wexler et al., 2018). In addition, in some middle school
English language arts classrooms, there was little literacy instruction to support reading
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comprehension and students with disabilities were working independently for most of the class
time. There is a need for teachers to have guidance on how to share teaching responsibilities to
ensure that students with special needs are having their needs met. However, some coteachers at
the middle school and high school level are engaging in a positive coteaching relationship. The
general problem is that many coteachers are not currently effectively coteaching inclusion
therefore students and teachers alike are struggling.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to understand how coteaching dyads
perceive their coteaching relationships. The objective was to find common factors that
contributed to a positive and effective relationship between the pairs and what they see as an
effective way to implement a coteaching model. In studying this, educators can continue to
improve the coteaching relationship in the inclusion setting so that special education and general
education students can continue to grow as well as improve their practice of coteaching.
Research Questions
The overarching question for this study was: What makes coteaching relationships
effective?
RQ1: What are teacher perceptions regarding an effective coteaching relationship in an
inclusion classroom?
RQ2: What are teacher perceptions regarding effective ways to implement coteaching in
middle school and high school inclusion classrooms?
RQ3: What are the roles of the coteachers in inclusion classroom?
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Significance of the Study
This phenomenological study lends to the body of knowledge about coteaching
relationships between special education and general education teachers in secondary inclusion
classes. This study was focused on how coteaching dyads perceive their coteaching
relationship. By exploring this relationship, coteachers can begin to understand how to improve
their relationship and improve the experience for all students in their class. In addition, school
leaders can begin to understand how to implement coteaching in a way that supports the teachers
in developing a positive and effective relationship.
There should be consideration for the way that coteachers implement this practice in their
classrooms (Friend et al., 2010). Current researchers focused on teacher perception of coteaching
but does not give specifics for how coteachers develop their relationship or implement
coteaching in their classrooms. By explaining the application of coteaching, professionals would
be able to increase the extent to which teaching is designed to meet students’ individual needs.
Definition of Terms
The following terms defined will aid the reader in understanding this study.
Coteaching- For the purpose of this study, coteaching is defined as a general education teacher
and special education teacher, who may or may not have the same area of expertise,
jointly delivering instruction to a group of students with special needs and general
education students in an inclusive classroom.
General Education Teacher- For the purpose of this study, a general education teacher is defined
as a teacher who teaches typically developing students. The curriculum that is taught is
based on state standards.
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Inclusion- For the purpose of this study, inclusion is the practice of placing students with special
education needs into the general education classroom (Brown, 1997)
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) – "To the maximum extent appropriate, children with
disabilities, including children in public or private institutions or other care facilities, are
educated with children who are not disabled, and special classes, separate schooling, or
other removal of children with disabilities from the regular education environment occurs
only when the nature or severity of the disability of a child is such that education in
regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved
satisfactorily" (20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(5)(A)).” (Special Education, n.d.)
Secondary Schools – For the purpose of this study, secondary schools includes middle schools
and high schools
Special Education Student- For the purpose of this study, a special education student is defined
as a student with mild to moderate learning disabilities who is placed in a co-taught
inclusion classroom for at least one academic class.
Special Education Teacher- For the purpose of this study, a special education teacher is defined
as a teacher who works with students who have a range of learning disabilities. Special
education teachers adapt general education lessons and teach various subjects to students
with mild and moderate disabilities.
Limitations and Delimitations
According to Theofanidis and Fountouki (2018) limitations are possibly weakness that
are usually not in the researcher’s control. A limitation of this study was the sample size because
this study was limited to one school system in east Tennessee; the number of participants was
relatively small. In contrast, delimitations are limits that the researcher puts on the study
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(Theofanidis & Fountouki, 2018). Delimitations of this study include general and special
education co-teachers were interviewed individually to allow them to speak about their
coteaching relationship without their partner present. In addition, teachers were specifically
chosen only if they were in a coteaching relationship and taught an inclusion class.
Overview of the Study
Chapter 1 of the study introduces the study, along with research questions, definitions of
terms, the statement of the problem, the significance of the study, the purpose of the story, the
guiding research questions, and conceptual framework. Chapter 2 provides a review of the
literature including a brief overview of the history, perceptions, hindrances, and benefits of
coteaching inclusion. Chapter 3 provides information on the research methodology. Chapter 4
provides the results, and Chapter 5 provides a summary, conclusion, and future
recommendations for researchers.
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Chapter 2. Literature Review
Chapter 2 includes a review of the literature relating to this study. The first section
includes a brief overview of the history of special education in the public school system. The
following section details the history of inclusion and the changes that inclusion meant for special
education. The third and fourth sections describe teachers’ perceptions towards inclusion and
coteaching inclusion, whether those feelings are positive or negative. The fifth section explores
what makes coteaching relationships effective. The sixth section discusses the hindrances that
coteachers face when trying to implement inclusion. Then, leadership's role in implementing
coteaching is discussed. Next, coteaching is explained and the models of implementing
coteaching are described. Finally, the researcher discusses the benefits of coteaching for the
students and the teachers involved.
History of Special Education
The public education system in the United States serves a diverse population of students.
Each student brings to the classroom a wide variety of abilities and experiences that enrich the
classroom. Teachers can embrace these differences to create an environment where every student
is able to grow. One group of students who has received much attention in the public education
system is students with disabilities. There are numerous laws that protect the rights of students
with disabilities. In 1975, Congress passed the Education for All Handicapped Children Act
(EHA) to protect the rights of, meet the needs of, and improve results for students with
disabilities (Individuals with Disabilities Act, 2020). Before this enactment in the United States,
most students with disabilities were taught outside of the public school system (Boroson, 2017;
Francisco et al., 2020). Only one in five children with disabilities were educated in the public
school system (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 2020). Many students with
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disabilities were kept in separate, restrictive settings that did not provide much education.
Families of students with disabilities began to advocate for their children and fought for their
students. In landmark court cases such as the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Citizens v.
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in 1971 and Mills v. Board of Education of the District of
Columbia in 1972, advocates began to pave the way for improvements for students with
disabilities. The Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Citizens v. Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania was the first right-to-education lawsuit in the United States which allowed for
students with disabilities to have the right to public education and stopped schools from denying
students with disabilities access to their school. In the Mills v. Board of Education of the District
of Columbia, the court decided that all students had the right to an education regardless of
whether they could afford to pay for the costs of education. In 1959, the Training of Professional
Personnel Act was enacted to help train education leaders on how to educate students with
special needs. In 1958, the Captioned Films Act provided training for teachers of students with
disabilities. Next the Mental Retardation Facilities and Community Mental Health Centers
Construction Act of 1963 provided additional training for a wide range of disabilities. Finally, in
1965 came the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and the State School Act which
provided grant assistance to support schools in the education of students with special needs.
In 1975, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EHA) allowed for a free,
appropriate education (FAPE) to every child with a disability across the United States
(Individuals with Disabilities Act, 2020). The goal of this act was to (1) allow for a free
appropriate public education with a focus on special education and services needed to meet
students’ needs, (2) to guarantee protection of the rights of students and their parents, (3) to assist
schools in providing education to students with disabilities, and (4) to measure and ensure the
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effectiveness of special education programs. This act also introduced the concept of Least
Restrictive Environment (LRE). LRE is “to the maximum extent appropriate, children with
disabilities, including children in public or private institutions or other care facilities, must be
educated with children who are not disabled” (Individuals with Disabilities Act, 2004). In 1990
the EHA became the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). This reauthorization
added several aspects to special education including the introduction of the individualized
education program (IEP). In 1997, there was an emphasis on students with special needs having
access to the general education curriculum.
One pivotal decision that strongly impacted the special education population was the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001. This act set the goal of improving education for specific
subgroups including special education. Part of this law requires that teachers be highly qualified,
which includes requiring teachers to hold a bachelor’s degree in the subject area they teach.
Through this law, special education teachers could no longer teach students with special needs
the general education curriculum. This spurred the introduction of inclusion classes being taught
by coteachers, one general education teacher and one special education teacher.
There are many placement options when it comes to students with special needs
including inclusion, resource, self-contained, and alternative. Most students with special needs
can be placed in an inclusion setting (Obiakar et al., 2012). Inclusion is placing students with
special needs into the general education classroom alongside general education students. In this
setting, general education teachers become responsible for providing accommodations that meet
students with special needs’ individual needs. The general education teacher must accept that
they are responsible for not only the general education students’ learning but also the students
with special needs’ learning. This is achieved through differentiating their instruction to meet
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their general education students and the students with special needs simultaneously. While the
academic benefits of including students with disabilities in the general education classroom has
not been fully researched (Friend et al., 2010), there is evidence that LRE is benefiting students
socially (Brendle, 2017) and teachers professionally (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017). The work of
Lev Vygotsky echoes these finds that learning is a social experience (Amineh & Asl, 2015) all
students can benefit from being in a heterogeneous classroom.
Since the introduction of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EHA) in 1975
(Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 2020) educators have had to discern how to educate
all students including students with disabilities in the general education setting. There have been
many changes to the policy that have required educators to reevaluate how they view special
education. In the 2018-19 school year, reports detailed that more than 64% of student with
disabilities were educated in the general education classroom for at least 80% of their day
(Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 2020). According to the Tennessee Department of
Education (2020) in the 2019-2020 school year, there were 116,450 students ages 6-21 served
under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Of those 116,450 students, 83,739
were in the regular education classroom for 80% or more of their day. This has led to educators
taking on a whole new adventure of discovering how to effectively teach the general education
population alongside students with disabilities ranging from learning disabilities to emotional
disturbances.
According to the IDEA (2004), least restrictive environment requires that students with
special needs be educated with students who are not disabled and that excluding students with
disabilities from this only occurs if being in the regular class cannot be done satisfactorily with
the use of aids and services. Due to this, educational leaders have increased the number of
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students with special needs who are in the general education population. Gilmour (2018) stated
that in the past 10 years more than half of students with special needs spend 80 percent or more
of a school day in a general education classroom. While researchers describe that there are many
benefits for students with special needs being in the general education setting (Derico, 2017;
Gilmour, 2018); teachers are struggling to effectively balance teaching general education
students and students with special needs in an inclusion setting resulting in a possible detriment
to general education students (Boyle et al., 2013; Gilmour, 2018).
There is little research that supports the impact that inclusion settings have on general
education students (Gilmour, 2018) at the middle school and high school levels where the
curriculum is rigorous and expectations for students to achieve are high. Teachers are pressured
by acts passed by the government to improve student performance. Acts such as Race to the Top
(2009) which focuses on closing the achievement gap of students, No Child Left Behind Act
(2002) which focused on boosting performance of certain groups including students with special
needs now replaced by the Every Student Succeeds Act (2015) where the process of selecting
proficiency standards, based on state assessments, is decided by state department educational
leaders. Therefore, in addition, to high expectations of these acts teachers must also balance the
expectation of providing an inclusive education for students with special needs with
individualized education plans (IEPs). According to Wherfel et al. (2022) “ESSA algins with
expectations within the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2004) for students
with disabilities to have “access to the general curriculum...to the maximum extent possible’”
(p.42). Access does not mean that students are just in the general education classroom, but that
teachers use “high-quality, evidence-based instruction” (Wherfel et al., 2022, p.42) to instruct
students including those with learning disabilities. Researchers stated that the gap between
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students with disabilities and students without disabilities was not closing (Weiss & Glaser,
2021). The reading scores of students with disabilities on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) was 40 points lower. Coteaching was introduced as a service
delivery model to support students with special needs, with the general education teacher being
the content expert and the special education teacher being the expert in the nature of students
with special needs’ needs.
Conceptual Framework
When people come together to work as a team, they do not enter fully functioning
(Condon, 2019). Rather, teams go through a process of developing into a fully functioning team,
one process that explained how they do so, was developed by a psychologist Bruce Tuckman
named the Tuckman Stages of Group Development. In 1965, Tuckman designed a framework to
understand the stages of group development (Tuckman's Stages of Group Development, 2020).
In his framework, there are five stages: forming, storming, norming, performing, and adjourning.
Through these stages, leaders can better understand how coteachers' relationships are developing.
In addition, this framework is similar to the framework created by Gately and Gately in 1997.
This framework consisted of three stages: the beginning stage, compromise stage, and
collaborative stage (Texas Education Agency, 2018). Both frameworks follow a similar pattern
which can support administrators and teachers in implementing a coteaching relationship that
supports inclusion classrooms.
Forming Stage-Beginning Stage
The forming stage of Tuckman’s framework contained similar ideas to Gately and
Gately’s beginning stage. A team of coteachers are just forming their relationship and looking
for someone to be the leader (Tuckman's Stages of Group Development, 2020). According to
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Gately and Gately’s framework, the general education teacher usually takes the lead in the
coteaching relationship since the special education teacher tends to be unfamiliar with the
content (Texas Education Agency, 2018). Typically, teachers at this stage see their students as
your students and my students rather than our students. The general education teacher claims the
general education students and the special education teacher claims the students with disabilities.
It is important at this stage for teams to develop a mission and vision, identify roles and
responsibilities of each person, and establish ground rules. When coteachers begin working
together, decided on a shared mission for their work together will support them in identifying the
roles and responsibilities that each will be responsible for (Alsarawi, 2019; Cook & McDuffieLandrum, 2020). By doing so, coteachers will be able to start to see how working together can
support all students rather than separating them into yours and my categories. This is the
beginning stage for coteachers to mesh their expertise. The general education teacher has content
expertise, and the special education teacher has pedagogical expertise in learning strategies for
students with disabilities.
Storming Stage- Compromise Stage
The next stage of Tuckman’s framework is storming, where members are organizing
tasks and processes (Tuckman’s Stages of Group Development, 2020). Often team members at
this stage need to develop interpersonal relationships, realize their differences, and how to deal
with conflict. In any relationship, conflict will arise, therefore the storming stage is a vital time
for coteachers to experience, so they can learn to address conflicts in a way that works for both
(Stivers, 2008). It is essential to recognize conflict so teachers can develop a process for
resolving it (Condon, 2019). One guarantee in any relationship, especially one that takes place in
a classroom full of students, is that there will be conflict because teachers typically care deeply
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for their students and want to do what they find is best. For coteachers, this stage is where
communication becomes more open (Texas Education Agency, 2018). They begin to work
together on lesson planning, specifically on modifying and incorporating strategies to support
students with special needs in the inclusion setting. Teachers can really begin to explore their
strengths and weaknesses and learn how they can complement each other in this stage. This
understanding can support the special education teacher in perceiving their knowledge and
experience is just as valuable in the inclusion classroom as the general education teacher’s
content knowledge.
Norming Stage- Compromise Stage
The third stage of Tuckman’s framework is norming, where members are finding ways to
work and be together. Coteachers begin to develop shared leadership (Tuckman’s Stages of
Group Development, 2020). At this point, coteachers can make decisions together, solve
problems together, and have a full team effort. This is where coteachers have developed norms
and can begin to truly work together and support all students in the inclusion class. According to
Gately and Gately’s framework, this is still part of the compromise stage. Teachers are
continuing to work together to develop confidence in both curriculum and differentiation as well
as sharing their physical space (Texas Education Agency, 2018). For teachers this is where they
truly start to understand how to reach every student in the classroom. They experiment with
different coteaching models and stray from the norm of one teach, one assist. It is important at
this stage for teachers to continue to reflect on what is working for students so they can adjust
their practice and reach the next stage of performing and really collaborating.
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Performing Stage- Collaborative Stage
This stage is where teams are truly interdependent (Texas Education Agency, 2018 &
Tuckman’s Stages of Group Development, 2020). Coteachers need to be able to count on each
other to do what needs to be done (Rice, 2007). Kohler (2006) stated that shared responsibility is
one of the most crucial factors to a successful coteaching relationship. This stage is where
coteachers have reached that aspect of collaborating. Coteachers begin using nonverbal cues
during class to communicate with each other (Texas Education Agency, 2018). Both teachers are
fully involved in all aspects of the classroom, including teaching, evaluating, and managing
behavior. Conflict still arises in this stage, coteachers have had the opportunity to deal with
conflict in previous stages, so they know how to handle conflict (Condon, 2019). Students should
begin to see both the special education teacher and the general education teacher as the primary
instructor for the class rather than just one.
It is important that coteachers reach the performing stage and sustain this model of
collaboration without becoming complacent (Condon, 2019). However, researchers proved that
groups do return to previous stages when unexpected and out of the normal situations happen
such as a change in procedures which happen in the public-school setting (Hennen, 2014).
Coteachers must be able to work through the stages again to reach and aim to stay in the
performing stage. To stay coteachers must pay attention to the processes they are using and to
the task. Coteachers must keep students with and without disabilities at the forefront of their
minds. They should reflect often to ensure that their co-planning, coteaching, and co-assessing is
effective.

25

Adjourning Stage
The final stage is adjourning, where team members are ready to leave (Tuckman’s Stages
of Group Development, 2020). Teachers may feel sad about leaving their team members;
however, this is when coteachers and reflect and recognize the effort put in.
Inclusion
The history of inclusion is an important piece of effective coteaching in an inclusion
setting. Special education started with institutionalization, where students with disabilities were
isolated in different schools often receiving a subpar education (Francisco et al., 2020). Francisco
et al. (2020) also described that the next phase of special education included these individuals
being placed in the public school system but segregated from the general education population.
Next, Francisco et al. (2020) stated that normalization and mainstreaming became the norm for
students with disabilities. Mainstreaming (Brown, 1997) is putting students with special needs
into the general education classroom. Finally, inclusion became a common place with the
introduction of NCLB and ESSA (Fransisco et al., 2020). There are many definitions to inclusion
including this one from the National Center in Education Restructuring and Inclusion (NCERI,
1995) inclusion is “providing to all students, including those with severe disabilities, equitable
opportunities to receive effective educational services, with supplementary aids and support
services as needed, in age-appropriate general education classes in their neighborhood schools,
toward the outcome of preparing all students for productive lives as full members of the society”
(p.1). Inclusion is not just about where students are placed but what is happening in that
placement. Many interpret the least restrictive environment to mean that as many students with
special needs as possible should be placed into the general education setting in an inclusion class.
Unfortunately, the vagueness of least restrictive environment does not make clear what schools
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should do to educate students in the LRE. Heron and Skinner (1981) tried to set criteria for LRE.
They included the following: “(a) the number of opportunities to engage and achieve, (b) the
proportionate amount teachers interact with each student, and (c) acceptable and positive social
relations and interactions among students regardless of disability” (Francisco et al., 2020, p.8).
This criterion illuminates that it is not necessarily about the place but about the capabilities of the
student as well as the abilities of the teachers. When a student is placed in a general education
classroom, they should have access to the general education curriculum (Obiaker et al., 2012).
McLeskey et al. (2018) reinforced Obiaker et al.’s (2012) findings by stating that there are four
high-leverage practices for students with special needs: collaboration, assessment, social
emotional behavior, and instruction. When students with special needs are placed in the general
education classroom, it is important that these high leverage practices continue. The special
education and general education teacher must collaborate to effectively instruct all students. The
instruction must be adapted to meet the needs of all students as well.
With the introduction of LRE, schools must evaluate and structure their schools to
support the inclusion of students with special needs (Fransisco et al., 2020) It is not the
responsibility of the students to change but rather the school that must change to meet the
students’ needs. One common way schools have implemented LRE is through co-taught
inclusion classes. Friend et al. (2010) define coteaching as “the partnering of a general education
teacher and a special education teacher or another specialist for the purpose of jointly delivering
instruction to a diverse group of students, including those with disabilities or other special needs,
in a general education setting and in a way that flexibly and deliberately meets their learning
needs” (p.11). While there are many ways to interpret LRE and many ways to implement it
(Francisco et al., 2020), coteaching has been a common way. General education placements
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increased for secondary students with disabilities by 191% between 1990 and 2007 (McLeskey
et al., 2012). This was a drastic change in a relatively short amount of time, which begs the
question of whether educators were prepared for such a change. Researchers have conducted
numerous studies detailing the benefits of inclusion for students with special needs including a
feeling of belonging, more opportunities, and more independence (Brown, 1997; Francisco et al.,
2020; Gilmour, 2018). While there is a dearth of evidence about the benefits for general
education students (Gilmour, 2018), one investigated benefit was that it allows all children to
interact with diverse types of people like they would in the real world (Brown, 1997). However,
some argued that inclusion is only beneficial if implemented in the correct way (Francisco et al.,
2020). Therefore, the intent behind coteaching was to make it possible for students with
disabilities to have access to the general education curriculum and receive their individualized
instructional strategies (Friend et al., 2010).
Teacher Perceptions of Inclusion
Regardless of the benefits or downfalls, many teachers have expressed frustration in
figuring out how to effectively teach inclusion classes. The concerns that general education
teachers expressed in different research included: (1) a lack of plan time, (2) help modifying the
curriculum, (3) pressure to teach strategies rather than the content, (4) limited knowledge of how
to differentiate, and (5) exclusion from the decision-making process. Bulgren et al. (2006)
researched seventy high school teachers who taught inclusion in a variety of subjects including
math and English. The participants completed two questionnaires to learn about the teachers'
perceptions related to teaching inclusion. From the questionnaires, the researcher concluded that
teachers felt as though there needs to be more plan time, modifications to curriculum, and
pressure to teach strategies rather than content to students with special needs. The pressure that
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teachers are under for students to perform on standardized testing makes it difficult for them to
spend any class time teacher anything other than the curriculum. Other general education
teachers stated that if teachers are expected to have positive perception of inclusion, then they
need to be involved in the decision-making process (Boyle et al., 2013; Brown, 1997). Part of the
problem stemmed from teachers’ limited knowledge of the history of special education as well as
limited knowledge of IDEA (Francisco et al., 2020). Francisco explained that the more
knowledge teachers have about how inclusion emerged the more prepared they can be in
teaching students with disabilities. Some teachers have shared that they do not feel prepared to
teach students with disabilities alongside general education students because they did not have
the proper training. In contrast, when professional development was provided on how to infuse
the general education curricula with the special education curricula, teachers’ attitude towards
inclusion was positive as well as their confidence towards teaching inclusion increased (Taylor
& Ringlaben, 2012). Teachers stated that they felt as though they spent less time on instruction
during inclusion classes because they must spend more time on classroom management
(Gilmour, 2018). However, some are still supportive of inclusion if there are no behavior issues
stemming from students with special needs. One way many schools have tried to support the
process of inclusion is to coteach inclusion classes.
Perceptions of Coteaching Inclusion
There are many different viewpoints of coteaching inclusion. From the outside,
stakeholders are often supportive of coteaching stating that it increases teachers' ability to meet
students' needs (Ruben et al., 2016). Some parents stated they saw improvement in their students
because the students became interested in school and happy to go to class (Gakbulut et al., 2020).
In contrast, some parents did not agree that placing their student in an inclusion classroom is the
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best option for the child (Gray et al., 2017). Regardless of parents' desires, they need to be
encouraged to participate in supporting their student in whatever placement they are in (Obiaker
et al., 2012). Parents worried that their student would not receive the individualized instruction
needed for success (Gray et al., 2017). When making decisions for students individualized
education plan, the option to place a student in a co-taught inclusion class can allow students to
be placed in the general education population with less concern that their needs will not be met.
While stakeholder perceptions are important when making educational decisions, it is imperative
that teachers have a positive attitude towards coteaching for it to be effective (Ewing et al.,
2018). There are still teachers who feel that inclusion negatively affects the general education
population. Akcamete and Gokbulut (2017) conducted a case study on 18 teachers at elementary
schools where students with special needs had reading/comprehension struggles. The researchers
conducted semi-structured interviews and found that while there were some positive opinions of
coteaching inclusion, general education teachers did not feel prepared to teach with a special
education teacher. In addition, some general education teachers do not feel as though they are
able to sufficiently accommodate students with disabilities in their classroom and want the
responsibility of those students to fall upon the special education teachers. Pancsofar and Petroff
(2016) investigated one hundred twenty-nine teachers’ experiences with coteaching inclusion
using the Coteaching Experiences and Attitudes Survey (CEAS). The researchers found that often
teachers who have negative attitudes toward coteaching implement a coteaching model that is
passive, with the general education teacher primarily teaching while the special education
teacher is more of an assistant.
The resistance to coteaching is not solely from the general education teacher and their
lack of knowledge and training on best practices for special education and inclusion. Goodin
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(2011) conducted research with 11 high school special education teachers that showed that they
did not feel as though they have the content knowledge to support the students with special needs
during the general education classes. Rodriguez (2021) reinforced Goodwin’s (2011) findings.
Rodriguez surveyed 179 preservice special education teachers and found that they did not feel as
though they had the content knowledge necessary to coteach a social studies class. It is important
for educators to have training in coteaching in order to implement it effectively. In another study,
researchers found that in secondary schools special education coteachers often took on a
subordinate role to the general education teachers because of their lack of content knowledge
(Mastropiere et al., 2005). In addition, researchers discovered that other factors that affected
coteaching was the pressure of high stakes testing which caused general education teachers to
feel pressure to cover all the content at the expensive of pedagogical recommendations of the
special education teacher. Coteaching is a two-way relationship, the general education teacher
needs the knowledge the special education teacher has, and the special education teacher needs
the knowledge the general education teacher has. The need each teacher has can be filled by the
other, therefore creating an environment that is not restricted to students with special needs.
Students with disabilities are entitled to the same curriculum as their typical peers, but
many teachers are not prepared to teach them. There needs to be a shift in preparation at the
university level as well as at the school level. Teachers need more knowledge in both content and
special education, and they need an understanding of how to collaborate with a coteacher so they
can use each other's expertise. McLeskey et al. (2018) cited that teacher preparation programs
need to move away from teaching about teaching towards teaching how to teach. In addition, he
stated that teachers, especially special education teachers, need to be prepared to use research
based inclusive practices throughout the program rather than just at the end during clinicals.
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Researchers McLeskey and Waldron (2011) argued that the most direct method for improving
the learning of students, particularly students with special needs, was to improve teachers’
practice. Therefore, preparing teachers at the college level to effectively teach and coteach
inclusion classes can improve learning for both special education and general education students.
Ruben (2016) conducted a qualitative study involving coteaching and extended-field experiences
of preservice teachers in an inclusive middle school setting. The results of the study suggested
that allowing teacher candidates to work in this setting improved skills for both the general
education teacher and the preservice teacher. The work of Petit (2017) supported the findings of
Ruben (2016) by conducting an action research study with teachers to help prepare them for
coteaching, teachers reported that when they were prepared to coteach, they found value in their
coteaching experience. Another factor that impacts teachers' attitudes toward coteaching is the
resources available to them (Ewing et al., 2018). Teachers need many resources for coteaching to
be effective and without those resources they can be left feeling frustrated.
Coteaching Inclusion
Just like there are many definitions of inclusion, there are many different approaches to
teaching inclusion. However, one tenet of successful inclusion classes is teachers being
collaborative (Obiaker et al., 2012). Gilmour (2018) stated that the key to successful inclusion of
students with special needs is not a program or a method of teaching but the teachers themselves.
When coteaching, special education and general education teachers share the responsibility of
planning, instructing, and assessing students (Murawski & Dier, 2004). Researchers have
attempted to show the best way to implement inclusion classrooms; however, there is a lot of
unclear information about what inclusion is and how to do teach it. The emphasis is placed on
students receiving quality instruction not just access to education. In other words, the focus of
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inclusion is not on the location, but the services provided to the student (Obiaker et al., 2012).
Students with special needs are to be taught the same grade level standards as general education
students. Students with disabilities will need modified instruction as well as support services
(Francisco et al., 2020). To successfully modify instruction for students with special needs in
inclusion, teachers must differentiate their instruction. The guidelines for differentiated
instruction include the following aspects:
•

Clarify all key concepts and generalizations.

•

Use assessment as a teaching tool to extend rather than simply measure

instruction.
•

Emphasize critical and creative thinking as a goal in lesson design.

•

Engage all students in learning.

•

Provide a balance between teacher-assigned and student-selected tasks.

(Tomlinson, 2001).
Differentiating instruction for an inclusion class is difficult to do, especially at the secondary
level where the content becomes more complex. Coteachers can use each other's strengths to
support each other in following these guidelines. For example, the general education teacher is
more likely to be able to clarify key concepts and generalization, while the special education
teacher has expertise in how to engage students with special needs in learning. In addition,
collaboration between parents, teachers, leaders, and support staff must be present for successful
inclusion. Lastly, teachers need a student-centered approach rather than trying to fit the student
into the curriculum, they need to adapt the curriculum to fit the student’s needs (Francisco et al.,
2020).
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To address the diverse needs of students, educators use strategies to improve their
practice. Researchers indicated that interaction between teachers such as sharing information and
strategies on individual students with special needs improved instruction (Brown, 1997; BullHolmberg & Jeyaprathaban, 2016). In addition, Paulsrud and Nilholm (2020) conducted a review
of the research on interprofessional cooperation between 2009 and 2015, one researcher
conducted a study describing that coteaching is an effective strategy because it can help students
stay on task and create a supportive relationship between teachers (Idol, 2006). While there are
many models of coteaching, often the model used is one teach, one assist where the general
education teacher instructing while the special education teacher becomes an assistant. This
model of coteaching does not produce effective instruction (Paulsrud & Nilholm, 2020). Rather
the general education teacher and the special education teacher must be able to create a true
coteaching model where they are both responsible for student learning. For inclusion to be
successful the students needed a supportive community, including general education teachers,
special education teachers, and a learning community between peers as well as numerous quality
support services for students (Bull-Holmberg & Jeyaprathaban, 2016; Francisco et al., 2020).
When coteachers collaborate, they are able to increase the ability to meet the needs of all
students in inclusion (Ruben et al., 2016). The difficulty with inclusion is that there is not a one
size fits all solution for how to effectively teach it. The vast differences between students makes
it difficult to teach a general education class, then students with special needs with individualized
learning plans are placed in the general education classroom and it becomes challenging to
effectively instruct all students.
With the increased pressure to include more students with disabilities in the general
education classroom, there is a need for preservice teachers to be fully prepared for the
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challenges of inclusion. Boyle et al. (2013) interviewed 43 teachers to discover secondary
teachers' perceptions of teaching inclusion. They found that teachers felt that inclusion practices
should be a part of teacher-training courses specifically to teach them practical elements of
effective teaching inclusion classes. Coteaching and collaboration were two best practices
identified as being effective for inclusion (Brown, 1997; Bull-Holmberg & Jeyaprathaban, 2016;
Paulsrud & Nilholm, 2020); consequently, in another study done by Harvey et al. (2010), 1,190
teachers completed the Preservice Teacher Preparation for Inclusion Assessment Survey. The
researcher concluded that a potential area of need identified in teacher preparation programs was
team teaching, co-taught courses, and collaboration. One teacher preparation program partnered
with middle schools to place teams of teachers who were dually certified in special education
and a content area. The researcher deduced that teachers were armed with a deep understanding
of inclusive practices and a desire to have a coteaching relationship. Overall, these teachers’
preservice experience illustrated learning gains for students when taught with the teaching
candidate and cooperating teachers felt as though their understanding of how to meet students’
needs improved (Ruben et al., 2016).
Effective Coteaching Relationships
Researchers have deduced that the relationship between coteachers is more important
than the actual teaching (Fluijt et al., 2016). The relationship between a special education teacher
and a general education teacher has been compared to the relationship of a marriage (Friend et
al., 2010; Murawski, 2008; Scruggs et al., 2007; Stivers, 2008). When teachers are engaged in a
coteaching relationship, they must be able to teach with another person with an audience of
students. Effective coteacher relationships have certain characteristics that make them effective,
such as shared responsibility, positive working relationship, mutual respect, etc. There is a wide
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range of practices that teachers need to be effective coteachers because implementing coteaching
calls for a change in understanding and effort is necessary to overcome the challenges of
implementing coteaching (Hamdan et al., 2016).
Communication
The ability to communicate is vital in developing a cohesive coteaching relationship.
When teachers can communicate, they develop other crucial factors related to coteaching (Pratt,
2014; Sileo, 2011). It is critical that teachers have time to communicate (Solis et al., 2012).
When they can communicate coteachers can develop the type of relationship that is needed to
teach to a room full of not only general education students but students with special needs with
individualized needs. Communication should begin before students are in the classroom (Brown
et al., 2013). There can be many aspects of teaching such as philosophies and instructional styles
that can differ between teachers; therefore, coteachers should get to know each other beforehand
so they can find common ground to work from. One important step to developing an effective
coteaching relationship is sharing your views of what you like and do not like in your classroom
(Murawski, 2009). By sharing your thoughts about the classroom, coteachers can be proactive
rather than being reactive. When teachers are not given the chance to communicate when
students are not around, then they are forced to teach without preparation, which causes teachers
to resort to one way of coteaching, one teaches, one assists. One researcher identified this
phenomenon as “a gap between the potential effectiveness of coteaching and actual classroom
practice” (Shin et al., 2016, p.91). Teachers who are not provided the appropriate time to
communicate with their coteachers are experiencing a gap in experience. While students are
technically receiving coteaching, the academic benefits of coteaching are not evident (Iacono et
al., 2021). When teachers have time to communicate, they are able to share more than just lesson
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ideas. Teachers are able to share their goals for students, their teaching philosophies, and their
thoughts about how to appropriately share responsibilities (Shin et al., 2016). Alsarawi (2019)
stated that coteachers need daily conversations about topics such as unexpected concerns or
reflecting on student progress.
Dealing with Conflict
Another vital aspect of communication is being proactive about areas of possible conflict
during the school year. Coteachers should be proactive by addressing the following items:
discussing instructional-related issues, discussing how to address conflict, writing down plans,
addressing issues early, using effective communication, and not expecting perfection (Brown et
al., 2013; Conderman, 2011). Brown et al. (2013) discussed that coteachers should write down
how they will deal with conflict at the beginning of the year so when conflict arises both teachers
feel that they have an agreed upon process for dealing with the issue. When teachers discuss
instructional and philosophical beliefs early on they often can understand how and why the other
teacher teaches the way they do. By deciding how to address conflict, coteachers will have a plan
for what to do when the inevitable conflict arises. When teachers discuss plans there can
sometimes be discrepancies in what is heard and what is said, therefore by putting the
information in writing, each teacher is able to correct any misunderstandings and to remember
later what was decided. To keep a relationship from becoming negative, teachers should address
issues early rather than internally dwelling on them. As stated earlier, communication is key to
an effective coteaching relationship. Therefore, coteachers should establish open communication
and understand how to express their feelings without causing more issues. Lastly, learning to
coteach is going to be messy. Many teachers feel a calling to teach and feel threatened when their
practice is questioned. It is important for teachers to be humble and expect some issues along the
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way. Being proactive of course will not solve all the problems that arise. Conderman (2011)
described five conflict approaches: avoiding, accommodating, compromising, collaborating, and
forcing. Collaborating is the most effective conflict approach since both teachers can collaborate
on what they need and create a solution that works for both teachers. The other approaches can
often lead to more conflict rather than a resolution.
Shared Responsibility
Shared responsibility is commonly stated as a crucial factor in a coteaching relationship
(Rice, 2007; Kohler, 2006). Teachers must decide how they will handle the responsibilities of
planning, teaching, and assessing. Often the responsibilities of planning, teaching, and assessing
fall on the general education teacher. However, a true coteaching model involves the special
education teacher being able to share these responsibilities (Alsarawi, 2019). General education
teachers are familiar with working alone and being individually responsible for their students,
therefore they lack an understanding of how to share that responsibility with the special
education teacher (Jurkowski & Muller, 2018). Brendle (2017) conducted a case study on two
elementary co-taught inclusion classes in reading and math. The researcher collected interview,
rating scale, and observational data and determined that teachers lacked expertise in co-planning,
co-instructing, and co-assessing. Special education teachers’ role should be to support the
general education teacher in adapting lessons to meet the needs of students with special needs
(Friend et al., 2010; Rice, 2007). In the model of coteaching where one teacher instructions and
the other teacher assists, the special education teacher often focuses solely on keeping the
students with special needs on task (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017). Special education teachers
can also support their students more effectively by assisting the students with special needs in
developing understanding of how the classroom functions and making sure students are able to
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grasp important concepts (Friend et al., 2010; Rice, 2007). This can only happen when special
education teachers have knowledge of the classroom and content. This information should be
learned through a coteaching model that includes co-planning. When explicit instruction is
happening one way to make sure the special education teacher is supporting effectively is by
implementing PASS variables (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017). PASS variables include
prioritizing objectives, adapting the environment, materials, instruction, and evaluation,
systematically teaching, and systematically evaluating. The PASS variables include all three
aspects of an effective coteaching relationship co-planning, co-instructing, and co-assessing. The
purpose of coteaching is not for the special education teacher to be an assistant but to share the
responsibilities of teaching.
Sense of Belonging
When teachers are able to employ the traits above in a coteaching relationship they can
develop a sense of belonging, not just with their coteaching. Pesonen et al. (2021) researched the
concept of sense of belonging in coteaching relationships and found that relationships coteachers
had closely related to their sense of belonging. When teachers have a sense of belonging, they
have an overall sense of well-being and motivation. During the study, Pesonen et al. discovered
that teachers who were involved in planning, dividing the work, and sharing responsibility with
their coteachers also had a powerful sense of belonging. However, when coteachers had
experiences with differing ideologies, discomfort with each other, and unresolved disagreements
they also did not have a sense of belonging at school.
Co-Planning
By being able to effectively communicate, coteachers can become effective co-planners.
Co-planning is essential to effective coteaching (Brendle et al., 2017; Keeley, 2015; Solis et al.,
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2012) Alsarawi (2019) echoed the findings that for quality coteaching is directly related to
effective co-planning. Teachers report a lack of common plan time (Solis et al., 2012), while also
reporting that common plan time as a vital resource for effective teaching (Chitiyo, 2017; Keefe,
2004; Kohler, 2006; Pratt, 2014; Rice, 2007; Scruggs et al., 2007; Scruggs, 2017; Stivers, 2008).
The purpose of co-planning is to have time to plan for the individual differences that exist in an
inclusion class (Obiaker, 2012). Co-planning is the first step in effective coteaching (Brendle et
al., 2017). When teachers have a structured and effective plan time, they can collaborate about
the best way to instruct students with special needs (Solis et al., 2012). In one study that included
special education teachers without plan time with their coteacher, the teachers often implemented
one teach, one assist since they did not have time to plan any other coteaching model (Keeley,
2015). Effective coteaching occurs when coteachers are engaged in co-planning and coassessment. Collaboration between coteachers is vital to success. Without a structured time to
plan together, it is tough to have a common understanding of what is needed in the classroom.
Currently, coteachers do not feel as though they are given enough co-planning time.
Teachers stated that there is a need for a structured plan time for all people involved in the
instruction of an inclusion class (Solis et al., 2012). When teachers do not have this plan time,
they often teach “on the fly” which is problematic especially in an inclusion class. An additional
reason that coteachers need a common plan time is due to the differences in knowledge. Many
teachers lack an understanding of coteaching models and strategies (Brendle et al., 2017). This
makes it difficult for teachers to create an efficient process for co-planning.
Coteachers must develop a process for how they will co-plan that fits their individual
needs. For teachers to engage in more effective models of coteaching such as “Share
Responsibility for Planning” where both teachers design the lesson, and the general education
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teacher usually instructs or “Co-Plan and Co-Instruct" where both coteachers plan the entire
lesson and share the instructing role, they must develop a co-planning process (Pancsofar &
Petroff, 2016). Teachers with more than one year of experience coteaching stated that they used
co-planning and co-instructing approach more often. This shows that the process of co-planning
and coteaching takes time to develop. Co-planning happens when teachers create lessons
together and determine what is appropriate for the students with special needs (Brendle et al.,
2017). One important step to co-planning is deciding upon the roles (Alsarawi, 2019) and
methods that will meet the needs of the students with disabilities and the lesson goals. It is
essential that teachers agree upon the delivery method, the roles they will take, and the
assessment methods that will be used. Alsarawi (2019) explained that each coteacher brings
different expertise to planning, instructing, and assessing process. The general education teacher
has knowledge of the content and how to pace the instruction. On the other hand, the special
education teacher has the knowledge of how to identify students’ needs, how to implement
interventions, adapt the content, and evaluate the accommodations. Another important part of the
special education teacher's role is to become knowledgeable of the content that is being taught in
the co-taught class. It will be difficult for them to adapt the curriculum that they do not have
knowledge of. As stated previously, this will take time but is still important in the beginning.
Other ideas that Alsarawi (2019) stated were important is to seek administrative support in
finding a time to plan, creating to do lists for plan times, creating a shared vision, and finally a
framework for long term and daily planning.
An important part of co-planning is determining how to differentiate instruction for all
students in the classroom. Differentiated instruction is a collection of strategies that teachers use
to reach all students in their classrooms (Tomlinson, 2014). There is not a one-size-fits all way of
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teaching any content to a group of students, by differentiating instruction, teachers are able to
create lessons that can meet the needs of their students. While this concept is taught in teacher
prep programs, this is not an easy practice for teachers to implement. Differentiated instruction is
a complex teaching skill that many beginning teachers feel unprepared to implement (Geel et al.,
2019; Tomlinson, 2014). In order to differentiate, teachers must modify the content of their
lesson, the process which they teach the lesson, and the product which students produce. When
teachers are coteaching, this allows the special education teachers to support the teacher in
modifying the process and the outcome and the general education teacher modifying the content.
The two expertise can come together to support students with special needs. The special
education teacher can base the modifications and accommodations on the student's readiness,
interest, and learning profile since they have an in-depth knowledge of special education (Geel et
al., 2019). Differentiation is a very difficult concept to implement because of the complexity of
content as school progress, the different types of supports that schools have in place, the rigorous
curriculum that many schools have adopted, and the amount of data teachers have on their
students regarding achievement and progress.
Coteaching Models
While the definition of coteaching is clear, the models for implementing coteaching have
a lot of variety. The most used model for coteaching inclusion is whole class, teacher led. In this
model, the general education teacher instructs the students, while the special education teacher
moves about the room to monitor students’ progress focusing primarily on the students with
special needs (Scruggs et al., 2007; Solis, 2012). This method is referred to as “one teach, one
assist” or drift (Scruggs et al., 2007). Teachers use this model often because it easier to use than
other models (Keeley, 2015). Keeley noted that teachers can use this model in a way that does
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support students; however, it is often used to meet the requirement for coteaching without truly
co-planning, coteaching, and co-assessing. While this model is commonly used, it can lead to the
special education teacher feeling as though they are a teaching assistant rather than a certified
teacher (Keefe et al., 2004). The one teach, one assist model is ineffective (Keeley et al., 2017;
Scruggs et al., 2007). However, researchers have stated that using one teach, one assist can be
used in alternation with other coteaching models; it is not effective when used as the primary or
only coteaching model (Keeley et al., 2017).
Parallel Teaching
Parallel teaching consists of splitting the class into two groups, either heterogenous or
homogenous groups. This approach helps to maximize participation and minimize behavior
issues, since the student to teacher ratio is less (Texas Education Agency, 2018). Students felt a
higher confidence in their teachers when experiencing this model of coteaching and teachers
preferred this method because it helped with student behavior (Keeley et al., 2017). In some
instances, this is a common coteaching model because teachers can group students and move
them to different classrooms with the special education teacher (Casserly & Padden, 2018).
Station Teaching
Station teaching is implemented by splitting students into two small groups. Teachers
divide the lesson content into segments and then group students. Typically, there are more than
two groups and the groups not with the teachers are working on an activity independently. This
allows teachers to respond to students’ individual needs in the smaller groups (Texas Education
Agency, 2018).
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Alternative Teaching
Alternative teaching or whole group plus small group teaching is implemented usually by
the special education teacher taking a small group of students that need a different kind of
support in a specific activity than most of the class. The small group receives an alternative
lesson on the same concept; however, the material is different to meet the learning needs of the
small group students (Texas Education Agency, 2018). Teachers preferred this method because it
improves student behavior (Keeley et al., 2017).
Team Teaching
Team teaching consists of both the special education teacher and the general education
teacher sharing the responsibility of instructing the entire class. The instruction moves between
the two teachers throughout the lesson; however, both teachers are fully engaged in teaching the
content of the lesson (Texas Education Agency, 2018).
In Table 1, there is a description of types of coteaching models used in inclusion
classrooms. Station teaching and parallel teaching approaches have improved student confidence
in learning which is attributed to a reduction in the student to teacher ratio (Keeley et al., 2017).
While teachers prefer alternative teaching, parallel teaching, or team teaching, most teachers do
not use stations due to problems with student behavior and student confidence level. Students felt
that models where teachers shared the responsibility of teaching such as parallel teaching, station
teaching, or team teaching improved their confidence in what they had learn and their learning
significantly (Keeley, 2015). In contrast, Keeley et al. (2017) discovered that teachers rated one
teach, one assist model low, whereas students rated it higher stating that they felt more
confidence in their learning and lower levels of student behavior problems even though the
student to teacher ratio is not lower. This conflicting information shows that the teachers
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themselves make the most impact, not necessarily the model they use. When teachers engage in
the process of co-planning, coteaching, and co-assessing, they can improve student learning.
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Table 1
Collaborative Model Tracking Arrangements
Type of
Coteaching
Description
Model
Whole Class, Teacher Led One teacher is responsible for whole-class
instruction while the other teacher monitors
student work or provides short (1- to 2minute) instructional support during
independent work times
Two Heterogeneous
Groups/Parallel Teaching

The class is split into two equal groups of
about 10-12 students. Groups are not created
based on student need and instead remain
heterogeneous. Each teacher delivers the
same material to his/her group. This model
provides opportunity for increased student
participation and interactions with a teacher

Two Homogenous Groups/ The class is split into two groups based on
Parallel Teaching
students’ performance in a subject area. This
model is most often used when a group of
students requires re-teaching while another
group is ready for extension activities

General Education Special Education
Teacher Role
Teacher Role
Lead teacher

Support

Lead teacher

Lead teacher

Lead teacher
Lead teacher
(usually extension (usually re-teaching
lesson)
lesson)

Station Teaching

4-5 work stations are set up throughout the
classroom. Small groups of 3-5 students
rotate among the work stations. Several
groups may be heterogeneous, whereas 1 or 2
groups are homogeneous based on
instructional need. Each teacher leads
instruction at a table, providing every student
in the class an opportunity to engage in smallgroup instruction with a lead teacher

Lead teacher

Whole Class + Small
Group/ Alternative
Teaching

The lead teacher instructs the whole class
Lead teacher of
while the support teacher works with a small whole class
group of students who may require reteaching or alternative teaching methods. The
small group may remain inside the classroom
or leave the classroom for a quieter location

Whole Class Team
Teaching

Lead teacher

Lead teacher of
small group

Teachers work together cooperatively to
Lead teacher
Lead teacher
teach a whole-class lesson. One teacher may
take the lead role, while the other interjects
information or questions, makes
clarifications, or re-states information to
increase understanding among all students
Note: Adapted from “Collaborative Models of Instruction: The Empirical Foundations of Inclusion and
Coteaching,” by M. Shin, H. Lee, & S. McCulley, 2012, Psychology in the Schools, 49(5), p. 504
(https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21606)
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Information released about how to implement an inclusive classroom for students with special
needs is vague. IDEA does not specify how schools are to appropriately provide content
instruction to students with special needs; therefore, various types of co-teaching models have
emerged (Demartino & Specht, 2018). Some schools, however, do not feel as though coteaching
is the only solution. One study described how a school implemented the inclusive consultation
model (ICM) which had the general education teacher instructing the entire inclusion class and
the special education teacher consulting with students with special needs based on specially
designed instructional supports (SDIs). The researcher questioned whether the traditional
coteaching model, regardless of the coteaching model used, whether it be one teach one assist,
parallel teaching, or team teaching even followed the legal requirements of having a content
certified teacher instructing. In the ICM, teachers can focus on their expertise without causing
any problems with parity or legality. The special education and general education teacher are still
working together to support students with disabilities, but they are able to apply their specific
knowledge to individualize learning for students.
To decide which coteaching model to implement in a classroom, the general education
teacher and the special education teacher must be able to collaboratively plan. Cook and
McDuffie-Landrum (2019) suggested five steps for coteacher planning (1) Identify Learning
Goals and Student Needs, (2) Select an Effective Practice for Targeted Intervention, (3)
Selecting a Coteaching Model for Targeted Intervention, (4) Determine Roles, and (5)
Implement the Practice. In this process, the teachers plan with all students in mind. The general
education teacher has extensive knowledge of the standards being taught while the special
education teacher has extensive knowledge of students with special needs’ needs. For example,
McLeskey et al. (2018) cited that special education teachers should be able to adapt curriculum
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for individual needs, provide scaffolds, and teach students how to maintain and generalize
learning across different classes. Once the teachers have decided on the goals and interventions
for the lesson, they are able to determine which coteaching model fits the lesson. Figure 1 has a
flow chart to illustrate how teachers could decide which model fits the lesson (Cook &
McDuffie-Landrum, 2019).
Figure 1
Flowchart for Selecting a Coteaching Model

Note: Flowchart for selecting a coteaching model for implementing effective practices,
“Integrating Effective Practices Into Coteaching: Increasing Outcomes for Students With
Disabilities,” by S. Cook & K. McDuffie-Landrum, 2020, Intervention in School and Clinic,
55(4), p. 225 (https://doi.org/107.171/1770/51305435415211291988555739)
Co-Assessment
Assessment is an important part of the learning process in any classroom. There is no
exception for co-taught inclusion classrooms. There are a variety of types of assessments that
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teachers can use to gauge students’ understanding. For example, teachers can use formative
assessments such as questioning techniques, quizzes, or technology-based tools. Also, teachers
can use more summative types of assessments such as traditional tests and performance-based
assessments, such as essays or projects. According to Wherfel et al. (2022), homework,
questioning and teacher created tests were the most common type of assessment used daily.
Regardless of the assessment type, teachers need to use the data gathered from the assessments to
make decisions about their classroom. These decisions are called data-driven decisionmaking. The goal of assessment is to use the information to decide on the next steps for
teaching. With the increased accountability for student learning, assessments should be used to
measure students' understanding and plan instruction accordingly. While all classrooms use a
variety of assessments from questioning techniques to state standardized tests, the importance of
testing is not just administering the assessment but what happens after the assessment is
administered. By making data-driven decision-making teachers can decide whether to move on
to a new concept or if there is a need for re-teaching.
Coteachers must use assessment just the same as a solo-taught class. Co-assessing
requires that both teachers work together to use appropriate assessments to monitor the learning
of both general and students with special needs (Brendle, 2017). According to Wherfel et al.
(2022) there is a lack of research that includes assessment and instructional decision making. The
responsibility does not fall on the general education teacher. Instead, both teachers need to be
routinely assessing students by planning the assessments during co-planning time. This allows
the special education teacher to use their knowledge of accommodations and modifications and
the general education teacher to use their knowledge of the content to create assessments that
provide data on student progress. Brendle (2017) revealed that even when teachers had a co-
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planning time, they still lacked the knowledge necessary to effectively assess their students'
learning. Wherfel et al. (2022) stated that coteachers felt more effective at using data to adjust
their instruction. Coteachers were also discovered to be using assessments that required more
time to create and grade such as rubric based assessments. Coteachers face the challenge of
teaching a variety of students who are on diverse levels, therefore using assessments to measure
learning and then collaborating to make decisions on what students need to learn is important.
Coteachers can use the information to make sure that students with disabilities are getting the
resources they need to have access to the general education curriculum.
Hindrances to Coteaching Relationships
While some compare a coteaching relationship to a marriage, others believe that this
comparison puts unnecessary pressure on coteaching pairs (Stivers, 2008). Coteaching inclusion
classes is still a new method for adhering to the Least Restrictive Environment laws, therefore
the unrealistic expectation that coteachers will entire the relationship fully function is detrimental
to teachers’ experience, because there are many barriers that make coteaching a challenging task.
Some barriers to effective coteaching relationships included lack of common plan time (Friend et
al., 2010), lack of administrative support, lack of available resources and professional
development, as well as lack of teacher willingness (Keefe, 2004). This is seen particularly at the
high school level, where coteaching is often even more difficult to implement, teachers reported
that larger school size, unclear roles between coteachers, grading expectations, and lack of parity
were also a hindrance to a successful coteaching relationship. Teachers tend to use the
coteaching model of one teach, one assist because it is the easiest model to use (Keeley, 2015).
Unfortunately, this model is also cited as having the least effectiveness (Keeley et al., 2017).
Murawski (2009) listed numerous barriers to coteaching including lack of training,
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personality/philosophical clashes, limited resources, scheduling problems, hesitation to lose
control, lack of time, and lack of support from leaders.
Clashing Personalities
Conflict is a natural part of any relationship including a coteaching relationship.
Unfortunately, teachers are often not taught how to deal with conflict (Conderman, 2011). There
are numerous reasons why conflict occurs between coteachers. Conflict occurs when there are
differences in needs, values, goals, or personalities. Often conflict can be categorized into 5
types:
1. value-based conflicts (caused by different goals, ways of life, or ideology),
2. structural conflicts (caused by negative patterns of behavior or interaction or by
unequal power, control, or resources),
3. relationship conflicts (caused by poor communication or miscommunication),
4. data-based conflicts (caused by lack of information, misinformation, different
views on what is relevant, or different interpretations of data), and
5. interest-based conflicts (caused by different procedural, psychological, or
substantive interests). (Moore, 1996).
As shown, there are so many reasons that coteachers can experience conflict. Teaching is a
personal craft that can cause individuals to feel very protective over their decisions and actions.
Conflict between coteachers can cause students to not receive an adequate education and make
the teachers not feel successful. While conflict is inevitable, the hindrance to effective
coteaching comes when teachers do not know how to resolve conflict. Teachers reported in
coteaching relationships that their coteacher did not do what was agreed upon or changed the
plan which caused them to not feel like they belonged in the coteaching relationship (Pesonen et
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al., 2021). When teachers are not able to deal with conflict in a respectful way, coteachers are not
successful.
Conflicting Ideologies
While there are many factors that hinder an effective coteaching relationship, one major
problem is a difference in ideologies. Researchers described that a difference in educational
philosophies is cited as a roadblock to effective coteaching (Chitiyo, 2017; Monteblanco, 2021;
Pratt, 2014; Scruggs et al., 2007; Solis, 2012; Vostal et al., 2019). Two perspectives on inclusion
include the deficit stance and a social constructivist perspective (Dudley-Marling & Burns,
2014). The deficit stance basically means that students with disabilities are lacking some skill
such as reading or math and the purpose of the special education program is to provide students
with the skills, they need to function normally in a general education classroom. For the social
constructivist perspective, all students are different and learning disabilities are just somewhere
on the continuum of differences that all students have. While both perspectives have the goal of
student success the approach is very different. For the deficit perspective, the way to approach
inclusion is to focus on the student. Students need to be equipped with strategies to overcome
their learning disabilities and function in the normal classroom. From the social constructivist
perspective, all students should be in the general education classroom and the focus should be on
the institution. Educators should be focusing on how they can change procedures and protocol so
that every student can be successful.
When teachers have differing educational beliefs, it can be difficult for them to
successfully teach a class together. According to Mastropieri et al. (2005) coteacher
compatibility is important and is shown to improve academic achievement of students. Pesonen
et al. (2021) echoed the importance of teacher compatibility citing that when there was a
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difference in belief teachers’ sense of belonging was hindered, causing the teacher to have
negative feelings about the relationship. Many teachers do not agree with the philosophy behind
coteaching inclusion which can lead to teachers not trusting or supporting each other. While
many teachers have a positive attitude towards coteaching, there is a lack of evidence that
teachers are integrating a cooperative relationship into their daily teaching (Jurkowski & Muller,
2018).
Hesitation to Lose Control
One of the most important aspects of effective coteaching is parity, or equality between
coteachers. Lack of parity is often felt from the special education coteacher (Keefe, 2004; KingSears et al., 2014) since they are expected to be able to coteach a content specific class for which
they do not have a specialized degree (Mastropiere et al., 2005; Rodriguez, 2021). In addition,
general education coteachers also feel a lack of parity because not all general education teachers
learned about coteaching through university training (Chitiyo, 2017). Shin and McKenna (2016)
described a similar idea that disparity may be caused by the differences in how special education
and general education teachers are trained at the university level. Many special education
teachers are taught to deal with challenging behaviors in a more positive, praise way since
behaviors can be a manifestation of a disability. On the other hand, general education teachers
often do not receive any training in specific behaviors that stem from disabilities. To develop an
effective relationship between coteachers, both partners must feel as though they are equal in
their partnership (Keefe, 2004; Stivers, 2008). Mutual respect is a commonly stated
characteristics of effective coteaching relationships (Rice, 2007; Kohler, 2006). Teaching can be
such a personal craft that many do not want to relinquish control to another teacher in their
classroom. However, collaboration is key to a relationship where both teachers feel equal (Friend
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& Cook, 2010). Coteachers need to be open to sharing the responsibilities of instruction (KingSears et al., 2014). Coteaching cannot reach its full potential when the special education teacher
is not equal to the general education teacher. Effective coteaching happens when teachers coplan and decide upon roles and responsibility in the classroom (Strogilos & King-Sears, 2019).
In Tuckman’s Stages of Group Development, to successfully reach the norming phase
teachers must develop respect for each other which cannot happen if there is a lack of equality.
To develop parity between coteachers may take time, Vostal et al. (2019) stated that teachers
must display benevolence, reliability, honesty, openness, and competence over time for teachers
to begin to build trust. Often, the special education teachers feel as though they are a teacher’s
assistant when they enter the general education classroom because they simply aid the students
with special needs (Scruggs, 2017). When this happens, students see the special education
teacher as an assistant and the general education teacher as the real teacher (King-Sears et al.,
2014). When asked, students stated that the special education teacher helped the students but was
not in charge of teaching them. Coteachers must use their expertise together to plan how to have
an equal role in instructing students. This can be difficult to achieve at the secondary level when
special education teachers are required to coteach in different content areas (Fontana, 2005). This
lack of parity leads to coteachers struggles to adapt to each other’s expertise and their tasks
(Jurkowski & Muller, 2018). Some educators maintain that to increase the level of parity
between coteachers is to allow teachers to volunteer to be coteachers rather than selecting them
ahead of time (Scruggs et al., 2007). Regardless of whether special education teachers are ready
to fully take on the task of instructing in a specific content area, Strogilos and King-Sears (2019)
argued that teachers can still be equal in a coteaching model such as one teach, one assist.
Teachers just need to have the opportunity to switch roles so one teacher is not always the one
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instructing. When there is parity between teachers, the classroom environment is one that feels
caring and supportive. The feeling of equality is important for both the teachers and for the
learning of the students (Vayrynen & Paksuniemi, 2020).
Self-Efficacy
Teacher self-efficacy is an important aspect of successfully teaching not only co-taught
inclusion but any class. Self-efficacy is the belief that one is capable of doing a certain task.
Therefore, if a teacher has self-efficacy, they maintain that their teaching is effective. When
teachers had self-efficacy, they were more likely to choose different instructional strategies to
support inclusion students (Zee & Koomen, 2016). In addition, efficacious teachers reported
having a positive attitude towards inclusion and were more likely to work with colleague to
improve decision making in classes. While teachers bear some responsibility for believing they
are able to successfully coteach inclusion, it is also the school leader’s job to create a culture and
climate that supports this belief. In one study conducted on preservice teachers, those who
received instruction in working with students with special needs had improved levels of selfefficacy and confidence when working with students with special needs (Taylor & Ringlaben,
2012).
Benefits of Coteaching
While there is not a lot of rigorous research done on the impact of coteaching on
academic achievement for students with special needs (Friend et al., 2010), researchers do agree
that students with disabilities are more likely to be successful in other ways in a co-taught
classroom. Scope research was conducted on 21 studies about student outcomes in coteaching
models, from the results of the study the researchers deduced that the studies were limited in
number and quality, therefore furthering the uncertainty of whether co-taught inclusion classes
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are an effective method to improve students with disabilities achievement (Iacono et al., 2021).
Regardless, teachers tend to have a positive impression of effects of coteaching both for
academic and behavioral growth, however data has not sufficiently supported these statements
(Van Garderen et al., 2012). Researchers found that when students were asked about their
perception of being in a co-taught classroom, they reported receiving better grades and high
expectations (Friend et al., 2010). Students with disabilities also benefit from being exposed to
models of appropriate behavior from general education students, and they can receive additional
attention from instructors (Scruggs et al., 2007). For students without disabilities, they benefit
from a co-taught classroom because there is evidence of an increase in cooperation among
students. Morgan (2016) conducted a qualitative study to discover how to change the role of
special education teachers into a Collaborative Learning Specialist. During Morgan’s research,
teachers completed surveys and interviews, which led to several insights, including that
coteaching inclusion led to high level learning environments, more enjoyment from students and
reduction in stigma towards students with special needs because they were not being pulled from
the general education classroom. Students cited that they learned better when there were
provided additional access to teachers as well as the use of differentiated instruction both of
which are easier to provide in a co-taught classroom (Connor & Cavendish, 2018). In another
study completed by Strogilos and Avramidis (2016) with 22 co-taught inclusion classes, there
were conflicting results from observational data and interview data. Teachers reported that
interaction with students with special needs increased in a co-taught class when researchers
noted that interaction between teachers and students with special needs and general education
students and students with special needs decreased. Another study of co-taught inclusion classes
researchers found that parents reported seeing improvement in their students reading scores as
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well as an increase in their students' desire to go to school and be engaged in their learning
(Gakbulut et al., 2020). Trembley (2013) compared two instructional models, coteaching
inclusion and solo-taught special education in first grade. The results of the study where that
there was a significant difference in the effect on reading and writing scores as well as on
attendance in the co-taught inclusion class, arguing that the inclusion model was more effective
than the solo-taught special education class. Another researcher echoed the idea that students
perceived benefits in co-taught classes. When surveyed, students responded that they felt like
learning was significantly improved and they felt more confident in what they had learned when
teachers employed coteaching models such as station teaching, parallel teaching, or team
teaching which had a balance of teacher responsibility (Keeley, 2015).
The studies conducted to determine the impact of coteaching on special education and
general education students’ achievement do not meet the quality indicators for methodological
rigor (Cook et al., 2011). Regardless, the research does allow for some insight into the possible
impact coteaching is having on student achievement. Bacharach et al. (2010) showed in their
study an increase in academic performance in reading and math for all students in a co-taught
elementary school class. In addition, Rea et al. (2002) discovered that students with disabilities
instructed in a co-taught class had greater progress in language, science, and math. While these
researchers show a possible positive impact on co-taught inclusion classes, other researchers
reported that there was not a positive impact. One study compared co-taught to solo-taught
classes and the researcher found no significant difference between the delivery methods (Idol,
2006). Lehan and Senior (2020) deduced that coteaching can have a positive impact on student
achievement.
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While most researchers focused on elementary co-taught inclusion classes, there were
some findings from the secondary level. When high school students were asked about their
perceptions of a co-taught high school science class, they reported that they enjoyed having two
teachers (King-Sears et al., 2014; Morgan, 2016). Murphy (2018) conducted a mixed methods
study on 23 high school teachers who co-taught an inclusion class. Murphy showed that there
was not a significant difference in benchmark scores for students who were in a co-taught
inclusion classroom. In contrast, Murawski (2006) found no significant difference between ninth
grade students in special education and co-taught inclusion classes when comparing their reading
and writing test scores.
For academic benefits, there is little research to support the use of inclusion and
coteaching. Losinski et al. (2019) conducted a meta-analysis of research on coteaching inclusion
and deduced that no studies showed significant impact on students’ academic outcomes. While
the researchers stated that this is not cause to assume that coteaching inclusion is ineffective, it
does show that coteaching needs to be further researched to determine effective ways to teach it
as well as effective ways to analyze its impact. In contrast, Power- Defur and Orelove (1997)
conducted a study that showed improvement on standardized testing. Dudley-Marling and Burns
(2014) concluded that there was a correlation between students with disabilities time spent in the
general education classroom with higher test scores in math and reading, fewer absences, and
fewer referrals for disruptive behavior. In addition, Maciver et al. (2018) stated in another study
that evidence shows positive outcomes for students with special needs in an inclusion classroom
specifically citing better grades. While the researchers do not definitively state whether inclusion
improves academics, there is value in including students with special needs in the general
education class.
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Benefits of Coteaching Inclusion for Teachers
Teachers reported that there were professional benefits to the coteaching experience
(Scruggs et al., 2007). Ruben et al. (2016) researched preservice teachers who were dually
certified in a content area and special education, preservice teachers had a deeper knowledge of
inclusive practices and a desire to build relationships. In addition, cooperating teachers felt as
though their ability to meet the needs of students with disabilities increased. This shows that
regardless of the experience teachers have there are benefits for both teachers when coteaching.
There are many opportunities for teachers to learn and grow professionally. Each teacher brings
different skills and knowledge to the classroom that can be used to improve the learning
experience for students. Coteachers reported that one tip they have for coteaching a class is
knowing each other’s strengths and weaknesses as well as learning together (Blackley, 2019).
Coteaching should not be viewed as the general education teacher not being able to handle
students with special needs in the general education class nor should it be viewed as simply
complying with least restrictive environment laws, rather coteachers should view coteaching as
an opportunity to learn and improve together. Teachers who participated in coteaching saw an
improvement in their knowledge. For the general education teacher, there were gains in
pedagogical repertoire and for the special education teachers, there were gains in content
knowledge (Shaffer & Thomas-Brown, 2015).
Leaders’ Role in Coteaching
School leaders have an obligation to implement the least restrictive environment for
students with special needs in their schools (Individuals with Disabilities Act, 2004). If leaders
chose to use co-taught inclusion classes to meet that requirement, they must have a plan for how
to effectively implement and sustain that change. Implementing a change in school requires that
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all involve have a change in their beliefs and understanding (Fullan, 2007). It is not enough to
structurally change but the staff involved must become invested in what is happening. The reality
for many teachers is that they are informed of changes only days before the school year begins.
According to Gupta and Rous (2016) leaders must create a sense of community when they are
implementing a change in their schools. The process of implementing a change in school takes
time. Gupta and Rous lay out four steps to implementation a change: (1) exploration, (2)
installation, (3) initial implementation, and (4) full implementation.
The first step of implementing a change is exploration (Gupta & Rous, 2016). This step
involves learning about the change that will be occurring. A frequent problem that coteachers
face when implementing inclusion is a lack of professional development about effectively
implementing coteaching (Murawski & Bernhardt, 2015). Those involved in implementing cotaught inclusion classes must develop a new understanding of what coteaching inclusion means
(Gupta & Rous, 2016). An important part of developing that understanding is to participate in
target professional development. Teachers are reporting that they are not receiving the necessary
information they need to be successful in learning about coteaching inclusion. In one study, 148
general education teachers and 32 special education teachers were surveyed to see their
perception of their efficacy in the secondary inclusive classroom (Shoulders & Krei, 2016). Of
the general education teachers, 74% reported receiving little to no professional development in
the area of coteaching. In contrast, the special education teachers reported receiving a large
amount professional development in the area of coteaching. The researcher concluded that time
spent in professional development about collaborative teaching correlated to how teachers
perceived their efficacy in student engagement (Shoulders & Krei, 2016). Teachers do not have a
shared vision for how coteaching relationships are supposed to be (Jurkowski & Muller, 2018).
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Murawski and Bernhardt (2015) cited that professional development is the first step to
implementing coteaching in a school as well as an ongoing process. Schools Attuned is a
professional development and service delivery program that provides teachers with a model for
how to implement a collaborative intervention for students with special needs (Weiner &
Murawski, 2005). The professional development program is built from nine fundamental
understandings:
1.

view the learner’s neurodevelopmental diversity in a positive way;

2. value and stress the developmental nature of the learner’s profiles;
3. be specific in understanding the learner’s strengths and weaknesses;
4.

avoid labeling and emphasizing the phenomena that the learner exhibits;

5. collaborate among all the stakeholders in the learner’s life, including the
professional, the parents, and the learner;
6. reinforce the learner’s strengths and affinities and remediate the learner’s
weaknesses;
7. make the learner aware of his or her learning challenges, as well as strengths and
affinities;
8. instruct the learner about how he or she learns while engaged in academic
subjects;
9. help the learner see his or her potential for a productive and gratifying life
(Levine, 2002).
When teachers first implement coteaching, they must accept a change in the way they go about
teaching from independently teaching to sharing everything with another teacher (Murawski &
Bernhardt, 2015). Researchers described one major roadblock for special education and general
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education teachers was the lack of a common vocabulary and basic understanding of each other's
skills (Weiner & Murawski, 2005). Many teachers did not receive any university training on
coteaching and consequently do not feel confident implementing it in their classrooms (Chitiyo
& Brinda, 2018). This can lead to misunderstandings between general education teachers and
their special education coteacher and account for the lack of collaboration between teachers. It
can be difficult for teachers to collaborate about how to support students with special needs using
a coteacher, when they do not have any college courses and then do not receive any professional
development at the school level. Teachers need a framework to overcome this obstacle rather
than continuing the adage of your students and my students which does not lead to the necessary
shared responsibility that coteachers need to acquire. Teachers need clear guidance on how to
share their teaching responsibilities (Wexler et al., 2018). Researchers found evidence that even
when teachers are willing to participate in coteaching, they do not always have the knowledge
they need. For example, in a middle school English Language Arts classroom, the special
education teacher was focused on supporting whole-class instruction that was led by the general
education teacher, rather than the teachers working collaborative to design a lesson that had
students working together both teachers were focused on whole-group instruction. In another
study, teachers in an inclusion setting were not using coteaching to support their students with
disabilities because they did not know how (Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018). There are many coteaching
models that could support the students with special needs by providing them with the necessary
support to be able to access the curriculum. The most vital part of effective coteaching inclusion
is keeping the learner the focus. Teachers stated that keeping the learner at the center helped
them to effectively teach inclusion (Maciver et al., 2018). When teachers get wrapped up in what
program to use or what activity to do that day, they forget that the student should be the center.
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Teachers must design lessons that focus on what the students in their classroom need. Maciver et
al. also cited the following elements need to be present for successful inclusive practices for
learners with disabilities in high school, embedded literacy and numeracy, clear dissemination of
information from year to year, and leadership and collaboration. In the classroom, there is a need
for strategies that work for older learners such as how to motivate students, how to differentiate
the instruction, lessons that incorporate student interest, and opportunities for students to feel
success. Much of the research done on inclusion is targeted at elementary level learners;
therefore, there is a strong need to research and learn what is effective for secondary level
learners.
Teaching is such a personal craft and coteaching can be a difficult change for some but
providing professional development that underscores the benefits of coteaching for students and
teachers can help teachers to embrace and eventually accept the change (Murawski & Bernhardt,
2015). This stage for teachers is the forming stage of Tuckman’s model (Tuckman’s Stages of
Group Development, 2020), leaders need to be facilitators in this stage. Leaders must provide
time and opportunities for teachers to develop a relationship. This process begins when leaders
provide opportunities for teachers to build trust. Since there is often some diversity in teachers,
whether that be experience, expertise, or cultural, teachers may have some differences that cause
a power differential between them (Monteblanco, 2021). It is important for teachers to have a
chance to develop a relationship to overcome these pitfalls such as having time to plan before the
school year starts and continuing to communicate during the school year. Coteaching is an
ongoing process that requires teachers to develop a trusting relationship. When teachers feel that
they can trust each other it provides psychological safety for them to assume any risks that come
along with change (Vostal et al., 2019). Encouraging trust is not a technique that is used when
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something is new, it is a long-term effort. Leaders must continually build trust between
everyone. There are several effective ways to build trust (1) Treat everyone the way you want
them to treat each other, (2) Problem solve and share decision making (Sinclair et al., 2019), (3)
Use fair and respectful procedures, (4) Understand that the school is complicated organization,
and (5) Shift the idea of teaching from the traditional mindset of individualism to a dependent
mindset (Vostal et al., 2019). By doing this, teachers will be able to feel as though coteaching is
something that will support all students, not general education teachers feeling as though they are
teaching the special education teacher’s students (Vostal et al., 2019). To start the process of
implementing coteaching, leaders can send out a survey for teacher preference (Murawski, 2008)
to allow teachers to volunteer to be coteachers (Scruggs et al., 2007) this can improve the
likelihood that teachers have the same beliefs about coteaching (Murawski & Bernhardt, 2015).
In addition to volunteering, allowing teachers to have a voice in who they are partnered with can
increase the chance that they have an effective relationship (Murawski, 2008). When grouping
teachers, it is important to identify teachers’ strengths, so teachers can complement each other
(Sinclair et al., 2019; Texas Education Agency, 2018). Chitiyo and Brinda (2018) delineated that
teachers who participated in professional development training about coteaching felt more
confident about coteaching and showed higher levels of interest in coteaching. Teachers need to
feel as though they can be successful in the classroom, so leadership needs to give teachers the
support they need on the front end rather than allowing teachers to struggle then trying to fix the
problem.
The next stage of the implementation process is installation (Gupta & Rous, 2016). This
stage’s goal is to share resources and information to build a foundation for change. For
successful implementation of coteaching, leaders should provide considerable information about
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coteaching plans and allow teachers time to plan (Murawski & Dieker, 2004). By allowing
teachers time to build rapport, they can develop a more cohesive relationship in the classroom.
Building rapport with each other is vital since researchers show that teacher compatibility is a
major factor in the success of coteaching inclusive classes. Leaders should allow special
education teachers to develop one coteaching relationship at a time. The coteaching relationship
will take a lot of time and work to become effective; therefore, it would be difficult for a special
education teacher to develop relationships simultaneously.
Scheduling
Part of sharing resources and information is collectively figuring out how to establish a
schedule that supports coteaching. Students with special needs need to be placed into the master
schedule before general education students (Murawski & Bernhardt, 2015). Thirty percent of
general education classes being students with special needs is the maximum (Murawski &
Dieker, 2013). In addition, some teachers believe that a combination of pull-out classes and
inclusion is more beneficial for students with disabilities, so deciding the procedure for this and
allowing the decision to be fluid depending upon the needs of the students (Casserly & Padden,
2018). If possible, building a common plan time for coteachers is ideal (Murawski, 2008;
Murawski & Dieker, 2013). However, Murawski and Bernhardt (2015) stated that using
professional learning community time or other duty times that can be replaced with planning
time. This step is imperative for coteachers to progress through the stages of building a team.
Coteachers need time to develop their relationship and move from the forming to storming stage
of Tuckman’s model (Tuckman’s Stages of Group Development, 2020). When coteachers have a
common time to work together, they can develop the relationship needed to reach the performing
stage.

65

The next stage of implementation is initial implementation (Gupta & Rous, 2016). This
stage involves establishing support that will overcome challenges that coteachers are facing.
While many special education teachers enter an inclusion class with this knowledge, it is
important that general education teachers understand how to support students with special needs.
This will help teachers develop a relationship that supports all students not each teacher focusing
on “their” students. In conjunction with this type of training, other coteaching professional
development has shown improvement in general education teachers' ability to appropriately
modify material so that students with special needs who previously were unable to so were able
to access the material (Shaffer & Thomas-Brown, 2015). Professional development is needed so
teachers understand the different in-class approaches to coteaching and what they involve
(Casserly & Padden, 2018). The more knowledge teachers have about coteaching and students
with special needs the more effective they will be in implementing it in the classroom. Teachers
become less resistant to change when they understand why they are doing something and how to
properly implement it. While providing training is an imperative aspect to successfully
implement and sustain coteaching in inclusion classes, the type of training is important (Gray et
al., 2017). Grey et al. also reported that teacher response to whether special education training
helped was mixed based on the professional development provided; therefore, leaders need to
research professional development that has shown to be effective for others.
Leaders are responsible for evaluating coteachers. Coteachers are a team and should be
evaluated as such. If an evaluator only evaluates one teacher in a co-taught classroom, then the
other teacher may allow the evaluated teacher to do most of the work to receive an exemplary
evaluation (Murawski & Bernhardt, 2015). The evaluator should evaluate both teachers
simultaneously, looking to see if there is shared responsibility in instruction and what coteaching
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style is being implemented. To effectively evaluate the effectiveness of their coteaching
strategies, leaders must be present in the classroom routinely to see if there is a variety of
teaching strategies being implemented. If coteachers are struggling to be effective, leaders can
support teachers by providing guidance for coteaching roles and providing teachers with explicit
professional development (Sinclair et al., 2019). This is also an opportunity for leaders to see
what coteachers need to continue to be successful (Tuckman’s Stages of Group Development,
2020). Leaders need to be in the classroom and focused on student outcomes and progress
(Weiss & Glaser, 2021) to see what is working and what is not working and provide the
necessary supports to ensure that coteachers do not become complacent in their relationship but
continue improving for students.
Ultimately, it is vital that teachers and leaders are willing to do the challenging work of
creating an inclusive environment for all students; not only does this need to be done because it
is the law but because students deserve a quality education. Inclusion teachers and school leaders
should
(a) have high expectations for their students and agree that all students are capable of
academic success; (b) communicate clearly, pace lessons appropriately, involve students
in decisions, monitor students’ progress, and provide frequent feedback; (c) use culturally
relevant teaching approaches that integrate students’ native language and dialect, culture,
and community into classroom activities to make input more relevant and
comprehensible; and (d) use curricula in teaching strategies that promote coherence,
relevance, progression, and continuity (Grant & Gomez, 1995).
For this to happen, leaders must show that they believe coteaching inclusion classes is a
priority.
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The final stage of implementation is full implementation (Gupta & Rous, 2016). In this
stage of implementation, the goal is to support the change that has happened. Leaders have a
responsibility to support their teachers so teachers can do the best job possible. Hoppey and
McLeskey (2010) conducted a case study of one principal in an elementary school including
grades 3-5, the findings reported that for successful inclusion classrooms leaders needed to do
more than just provide scheduling, professional development, etc. Leaders needed to be
nurturing and caring for the staff, and buffer them from outside pressures that come with high
stakes testing. Just teaching a general education classroom without students with disabilities is
difficult enough but adding the complexity of teaching an inclusion class with another teacher
requires support in diverse ways. Teachers need to know that leaders appreciate the work they
are doing by being cared for. Hoppey and McLeskey's stated teachers need to be shielded from
the constant pressure for students to perform. Teachers know that it is important for students to
learn without the constant reminder from external forces that they are being constantly
monitored. By supporting, caring, and shielding teachers, leaders can create an environment
where teachers can focus on doing the best they can.
Overall, leaders are responsible for the success of their teachers and students. Leaders
must remember the fundamentals of creating successful change in their schools. Researchers
shows repeatedly that students with special needs are falling behind their general education
peers. Leaders need to be sure that they are
(a) establishing a safe and orderly school environment, (b) establishing a clear mission
and vision, (c)d involving teachers in decision making, (d) monitoring the effectiveness
of school practices, (e) establishing an instructional focus, (f) setting high expectations
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for student success, and (g) fostering teachers’ professional development (PD) (Nettles &
Harrington 2007).
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Chapter 3. Methodology
The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the research methodology for this qualitative
phenomenological study on how coteaching dyads perceive their coteaching relationship. This
approach allowed for a deeper understanding of coteacher relationship when working with
students with special needs and general education students in an inclusion setting. The
applicability of this phenomenological approach for this study is discussed in-depth in this
chapter. The research plan, including the methodology, study participants, procedures, analysis
method, and ethical concerns are also primary elements of this chapter.
Research Questions
This study sought to understand the experience of coteachers to answer the following
research question:
What makes coteaching relationships effective?
The following questions guided the study:
RQ1: What are teacher perceptions of an effective coteaching relationship in an inclusion
classroom?
RQ2: What are teacher perceptions of effective ways to implement coteaching in middle school
and high school inclusion classroom?
RQ3: What are the roles of the coteachers in inclusion classroom?
Qualitative Design
A qualitative phenomenological study was appropriate when the goal of research was to
explore how humans experience a phenomenon and what the shared experience was (Patton,
2015). As indicated by Patton, when conducting a phenomenological study, the aim is to gain a
deeper understanding of everyday experiences. According to Maxwell (2009), qualitative studies
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can be used to achieve different goals such as developing an understanding of how participants
make sense of events. This study is designed to examine how coteachers experience their daily
coteaching relationship and how they developed that relationship as well as to discover common
themes across those experiences; a qualitative phenomenological approach was the most
appropriate choice.
Role of the Researcher
In qualitative research, the researcher emphasizes the confirmability and authenticity of
the research. Confirmability is obtained by the researcher remaining objective during the
research process and authenticity is obtained through the researcher acknowledging their own
perspective about the research topic (Patton, 2015). This research has a personal interest to me
because I was a general education teacher who taught a co-taught inclusion classroom for seven
years. As a general education coteacher, I have had coteaching experiences that were less than
ideal because the special education coteacher and I did not have similar teaching philosophies
and no time to plan together. During my last 3 years as a general education coteacher, I co-taught
with a special education teacher that shared a similar philosophy about inclusion and although
we did not share a plan time, we were able to find a way to collaborate over the years. In
addition, the schools selected are from the district that the researcher has been employed with for
the last seven years. According to Patton there are two ways to get to the essence of a
phenomenological experience, the first is to “bracket personal past knowledge and all theoretical
knowledge” (p. 117), the second is to “withhold the positing of the existence or reality of the
object or state of affairs that he or she is beholding” (p. 117). Throughout the research process,
the researcher bracketed personal views and preconceptions to capture the participants' lived
experiences. Prior to any analysis the researcher bracketed their personal views or
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preconceptions. This process allowed for the confirmability and authenticity of the research
data.
Ethics
When conducting research, it is important to be sure participants consent to the research
process. Prior to the interview, the researcher obtained confirmed consent from the interviewees.
The informed consent included the following information:
•

That they are opting to participate in a research study

•

The purpose of the research

•

The procedures of the research

•

The benefits of the research

•

The voluntary nature of the research participation

•

The procedures used to protect their confidentiality (Groenewald, 2004).

Prior to the interview the researcher informed the participants of the prior information. The
participants signed the agreement and participated in the study.
Setting
Three East Tennessee middle schools and two East Tennessee high schools were chosen
as the sites for this research. All schools serve the general education and special education
populations in the same classroom using an inclusion coteaching model. Below in Table 2 are
details showing the demographics of each school.
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Table 2
School Demographics
School 1

School 2

School 3

School 4

School 5

9-12

9-12

6-8

6-8

6-8

Special
Education
Teachers

6

6

3

5

5

General
Education
Teachers

44

57

12

40

29

1,095

1,110

158

591

497

154

176

45

86

92

Grade Levels

Students
Enrolled
Students
with
Disabilities

All 10 interviews were conducted in a private office or classroom at the school where the
teacher was currently employed. Prior to the interviews, the participants were given the Informed
Consent document and made aware of the interview process and confidentiality. Each participant
voluntarily signed the form prior to the interview. The participants were provided copies of their
transcribed interviews for review.
Sampling Strategy
This qualitative study used purposive sampling. Purposive sampling “is the deliberate
choice of participant due to the qualities the participant possesses” (Etkin et al., 2016, p.3).
Patton (2015) stated that the purpose of qualitative purposive sampling is to get information-rich
cases to get an in-depth understanding of the topic. The researcher focused on positive
coteaching dyads. Therefore, teachers need to have the following specific qualities: teach in a
secondary school, teach an inclusion class, be either special education or a general education
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teacher, and view their coteaching relationship as positive. This sampling strategy allowed the
research to only study teachers who meet these specific criteria.
The participants for the survey portion of this study included 28 coteachers at the
secondary level. Therefore, each of the teachers, general education, or special education,
instructs at least one co-taught inclusion class in the middle school or high school level, for at
least half the class period. Once the participants expressed interest in participating in the study,
the researcher emailed a copy of the Coteacher Rating Scale to both the general education
coteacher and the special education coteacher. The general education coteacher received that
scale pertaining to their reflections about the special education coteacher and vice versa. From
the original 28 coteachers who completed The Coteaching Rating Scale (Gately, 2005), five
coteaching dyads were selected. Creswell (1998) recommended up to 10 people for long
interviews, therefore interviewing five pairs or 10 total participants should be appropriate to
achieve data saturation. Since the purpose of the research is to explore effective coteaching
relationships in inclusion classrooms, the teachers were selected because they rated their
coteaching relationship the highest on the scale out of the coteaching dyads. These coteaching
dyads teach a variety of subjects including English and math. After permission was granted from
the Institutional Review Board (IRB), all coteachers were asked to participate in the research
study, by first completing a survey, then by completing an in-depth interview with the
researcher.
Data Collection Procedures
Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was obtained, and permission was granted
from the school district and the schools prior to data collection. The researcher received a list of
coteaching pairs from the middle school curriculum specialists and the special education
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department heads at the high schools. Then, the researcher emailed participants who were a
special education or general education teacher in a secondary school and taught at least one
cotaught inclusion class. Patton (2015) stated that in-depth interviews are necessary to gain “a
deeper understanding of the nature or meaning of our everyday experiences” (p.115). The
researcher scheduled in-depth interviews with each of the 10 teachers separately to ensure that
participants could answer freely. The researcher obtained signed confirmed consent from the
participants before conducting the interview. In addition, the researcher provided the interview
protocol to all participants during the interview.
The researcher used an audio recording device to capture the interview data. The research
transcribed the audio using Microsoft Word software. To verify the information, participants
were able to review the transcript of their interview. The interviewer conducted one on one
interviews and the protocol included open-ended questions.
Case Profile
The survey was sent to teachers via email during the months of April and May 2022.
Twenty-seven teachers responded to the Coteaching Rating Scale. After the survey results were
calculated, the researcher emailed five coteaching dyads to inquire about participation in a face
to face interview using the interview protocol (Appendix A). Each participant was emailed
separately; however, both coteachers had to agree to participate in the interview process for the
interview to take place. Pseudonyms were assigned by the researcher for the participants to stay
anonymous. Most interviews lasted about 25 minutes.
Data Analysis
Once the transcriptions were verified, the researcher coded them. It is important that
researchers stay unbiased and see the participant’s experience through the participant’s
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perspective (Groenewald, 2004). The first step to analyzing the data is for the researcher to listen
to the interviews to be sure to have a holistic understanding of the interviewees' experience.
Then, the researcher outlined different codes that emerged from the interview. In order to
delineate meaning the researcher must consider the literal content, the number of times a unit of
meaning was mentioned, and how it was stated. To do this the researcher used the transcript, the
audio, and any notes from the day of the interview. From the different codes, a variety of themes
emerged about coteaching relationships.
When all interviews were complete, the researcher summarized each interview, including
the themes that were drawn from the interview. The researcher provided transcripts to the
participants so they could check for validity. Finally, the themes that were drawn from the
interview summaries.
First, the researcher precisely transcribed the audio-recorded interviews. As the
interviews were being conducted, the researcher already identified some themes being
developed. Through the transcribing process, the themes became clearer. Then, the researcher
coded each interview line-by-line. The second stage of coding, cross-comparison, continued as
the researcher analyzed interviews for commonalities and differences. During this process, the
researcher started to solidify their understanding of the themes.
Trustworthiness
Although it is impossible to be completely bias-free, the researcher must remain neutral
during the study (Patton, 2015). During the interview process, the researcher built some rapport
with the interviewee to make them comfortable during the interview process. Once the interview
began, the researcher asked the open-ended questions and kept the interview purpose clear.
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Credibility
Patton (2015) described credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability as
components that create trustworthiness in qualitative researcher. There are different ways to
improve the credibility of a qualitative study. One way the researcher improved the credibility
was acknowledging their personal bias and having ongoing reflection of the data collection and
analysis process. In addition, the research provided thick descriptions as the participants said
them.
Transferability
To ensure transferability, the researcher provided description of the participants and sites
as well as used purposive sampling so other researchers could duplicate the study (Anfara,
2002). The researcher provided detailed description of the research process as well.
Thick Description
Leeds-Hurwitz (2019) described thick description as description that allows the reader to
truly understand what the participants were meaning. According to Geertz (1973) thick
description is to allow for the reader to be emerged in the lives of the participants. Through the
interviews, the researcher was able to gather information about the participants and their
experience by conducting the interviews in the participants classrooms. The researcher included
a description of the coteachers experience and time with their coteaching partner. The researcher
included as much detail about the participants without compromising their identity so the reader
can have a full picture of the coteaching relationship.
Dependability
According to Guest et al. (2012) dependability is whether the researcher employs a
consistent study and completed the study with attention to the expectations of qualitative studies.
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During the survey portion of the study, the researcher sent the same email to all teachers
regardless of whether they were special education or general education teachers. In addition, the
interview processes had the same questions asked the same way for all teachers.
Confirmability
The goal of confirmability is to make sure that qualitative research meets two objectives
(Sage Research Methods, 2008). The first objective is that the researcher and then the reader
understand the phenomenon being studied. The second is that the researcher understands the
meaning that the participants give to their experiences. The researcher provided transcripts of the
interview to each of the participants to be sure that their experience was captured the way they
understood it. The participants were offered an opportunity to clarify or add information after
they had reviewed the interview transcript.
Triangulation
Triangulation enhances the credibility of a qualitative study. One method is to use
multiple qualitative data sources. In this study, the researcher used both a Coteacher Rating Scale
and in-depth interviews with teachers. By using two sets of data, the researcher was able to
evaluate the information provided in the interview to see if it aligned with the information
provided previously by the teacher. Meaning can be drawn from the information being similar or
differing.
Summary
Chapter 3 introduced the research methodology for this qualitative phenomenological
study regarding what are teachers' perceptions of an effective coteacher relationship between the
general education teacher and the special education teacher in middle and high school inclusion
78

classrooms. This chapter included the research plan, including the methodology, study
participants, procedures, analysis method, and ethical concerns. Chapter 4 will discuss the
findings of the research.
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Chapter 4. Analysis of the Data
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to understand how coteaching dyads perceive their
coteaching relationships. The objective was to find common factors that contributed to a positive
and effective relationship between the pairs. Three research questions guided this qualitative
study. The coteachers responded to the Coteaching Rating Scale about their coteaching
relationship in their secondary inclusion class. Then five coteaching dyads were selected based
on scoring themselves as highly effective to conduct in-depth interviews about their coteaching
relationship. In studying this, educators can continue to improve the coteaching relationship in
the inclusion setting so that special education and general education students can continue to
grow as well as improve their practice of coteaching.
Participant Profiles
All the teachers come from the same rural East Tennessee school district. The interviews
took place within the general education teachers’ classrooms and for the special education
teachers within their office space or classroom. For the purposes of this study each of the
coteachers was assigned a pseudonym. To group them into their pairs they were assigned the
same number with an A or a B. An A designates that they were the general education teacher in
the dyad. The B designates that they were the special education teacher in the dyad.
1A has worked in the same school their entire career, with 6 years of experience. The
teacher had earned a bachelor’s degree in Elementary Education. 1A has been working with their
current coteacher for 4 years but has been coteaching for all 6 years. 1A teaches reading and
social studies. 1B has worked in the same school their entire career, with 4 years of experience.
The teacher had earned a master’s degree in Special Education. 1B has been working with their
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current coteacher for 4 years, which is their entire career. 1A teaches reading intervention as well
as coteaching inclusion for 6th, 7th, and 8th grade English language arts.
2A has been teaching for 4 years in the same school. The teacher has earned a master’s
degree in Elementary Education with a middle school math endorsement. 2A teaches 7th grade.
2B is in their first-year teaching. The teacher is currently working on their master’s degree in
physical education with an endorsement in Special Education. 2B teaches math intervention as
well as coteaches inclusion for 6th, 7th, and 8th grade math.
Both coteaching pairs 1 and 2 work at the same middle school. The school has three
special education teachers and 12 general education teachers. Of the 158 students who attend the
school, 45 of them are students with disabilities.
3A has been teaching and coteaching for 10 years all at the high school level. The teacher
has earned a master’s in secondary education and is also AP certified. 3A teaches 9th grade
English. 3B has been teaching for 32 years and coteaching for 12 years. The teacher has earned a
master’s in special education. 3B teaches reading intervention and coteaches 9th grade English.
4A has been teaching for 9 years and coteaching for 8 years. The teacher has taught the
last 5 years at the high school level and previously worked at the middle school level. 4A teaches
Algebra I to mostly 9th graders. 4B has been teaching for 29 years and coteaching for 12 years.
The teacher has earned an Ed. S. in administration. 4B coteaches Algebra I and teaches math
intervention.
Both coteaching pairs three and four work at the same high school. The school has six
special education teachers and 44 general education teachers. Of the 1,095 students who attend
the school, 154 of them are students with disabilities.
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5A has been teaching for 12 years and coteaching for all 12 years. The teacher has earned
a bachelor’s in secondary math education. 5A teaches Algebra I and Algebra II. The teacher is on
a second career and was previously a computer programmer. 5B is in their first year of teaching
and coteaching. The teacher has a bachelor’s in liberal studies and earned their teaching
credentials through an alternative program. The teacher coteaches Algebra I and Algebra II as
well as teaches math intervention.
The high school that 5A and 5B work at has six special education teachers and 57 general
education teachers. Of the 1,110 students who attend school there, 176 of them are students with
disabilities.
Document Analysis
The Coteaching Rating Scale was sent to all secondary special education inclusion
coteachers. When special education teachers completed the survey, the researcher sent the
Coteaching Rating Scale General Education edition to the named general education coteacher.
The results are displayed in Table 3. There was a wider range of scores at the high school levels.
The coteaching dyad scores were calculated in Table 4. All the results from Table 3 are not
included in Table 4, only the results from coteaching pairs. The highest a coteaching dyad could
score themselves was 144. The top five coteaching dyads were selected for interviews. One
coteaching dyad opted to not participate in the study so the next highest rating was selected.
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Table 3
Overall Coteaching Rating Scale Results
Group
High School Special
Education Teachers
High School General
Education Teachers
Middle School
Special Education
Teachers
Middle School
General Education
Teachers
Totals

Number of
Participants
8

Range (24-72)

7

38-72

6

41-65

6

41-67

27

38-72

45-71

Table 4
Coteaching Dyad Scores
Secondary
Level
High School
High School
High School
High School
High School
High School
Middle School
Middle School
Middle School
Middle School
Middle School

Subject
History
Math
English
English
Math
Math
English
Math
Math
English
English

Combined
Score
120
140
122
136
111
141
132
123
105
118
102

The results of the Coteaching Rating Scale displayed in Table 5, show how special
education teachers rated their current coteaching relationship. The results of the Coteaching
Rating Scale displayed in Table 6, show how general education teachers rate their current
coteaching relationship. Overall, the special education coteachers rated themselves higher on the
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Coteaching Rating Scale than the general education teachers. According to Gately and Gately
(2001), the scale allows educators to rate their coteaching relationship. The scores then correlate
to three different stages in a coteaching relationship: Beginning Stage, Compromising Stage, and
Collaborating Stage. While there are not set cut scores for the different categories, teachers rate
themselves a 1 rarely, 2 sometimes, 3 usually. For this study, the researcher perceived rating a 1
as the Beginning stage, a 2 as the Compromising Stage, and 3 as the Collaborating Stage. The
survey had teachers rate themselves over what Gately and Gately reported to be the 8
components of a coteaching relationship: interpersonal communication, physical arrangement,
familiarity with the curriculum, curriculum goals and modifications, instructional planning,
instructional presentation, classroom management, and assessment. From Table 4 and 5, the
researcher deduced that the participants viewed planning as something that they are not
collaborating on. Also, instructional presentation is something that is coteachers are not
collaborating on.
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Table 5
Special Education Teachers’ Coteaching Rating Scale Results
Indicator

All

Interviewed

I can easily read the nonverbal cues of my coteaching partner.

2.9

3

I feel comfortable moving freely about the space in the cotaught classroom.

2.9

3

I understand the curriculum standards with respect to the content area in the
cotaught classroom.
Both teachers in the cotaught classroom agree on the goals of the classroom.

2.9

3

2.8

3

Planning can be spontaneous, with changes occurring during the instructional
lesson.
I often present lessons in the cotaught class.

2.5

2.6

1.8

1.8

Classroom rules and routines have been jointly developed.

2.1

2.4

Many measures are used for grading students.

2.7

3

Humor is often used in the classroom.

2.7

3

All materials are shared in the classroom.

2.8

2.8

I am familiar with the methods and materials with respect to this content area.

2.9

3

Modifications of goals for students with special needs are incorporated into this
class.

2.7

3

Planning for classes is the shared responsibility of both teachers.

1.7

2

The "chalk" passes freely between the two teachers.

2.1

2.6

A variety of classroom management techniques is used to enhance learning of all
students.
Test modifications are commonplace.

2.5

2.8

2.7

3

Communication is open and honest.

2.9

3

There is fluid positioning of teachers in the classroom.

2.6

3

I feel confident in my knowledge of the curriculum content.

2.6

3

Student-centered learning objectives are incorporated into the curriculum.

2.9

3

Time is allotted (or found) for common planning.

2.1

2.2

Students accept both teachers as equal partners in the learning process.

2.6

2.8

Behavior management is the shared responsibility of both teachers.

2.6

3

Goals and objectives in IEPs are considered as part of the grading for students
with special needs.
Average Overall Score

2.9

3

61.7

67
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Table 6
General Education Teachers Coteaching Rating Scale Results
Indicator
I can easily read the nonverbal cues of my coteaching partner.

All
2.8

Interviewed
3

Both teachers move freely about the space in the cotaught classroom.

2.8

3

My coteacher understands the curriculum standards with respect to the content area in the
cotaught classroom.

2.5

2.8

Both teachers in the cotaught classroom agree on the goals of the classroom.

2.5

2.4

Planning can be spontaneous, with changes occurring during the instructional lesson.

2.6

3

My coteaching partner often presents lessons in the cotaught class.
Classroom rules and routines have been jointly developed.

1.7
1.7

2
2

Many measures are used for grading students.

2.5

2.6

Humor is often used in the classroom.

2.8

3

All materials are shared in the classroom.

2.8

2.8

The special education teacher is familiar with the methods and materials with respect to this
content area.
Modifications of goals for students with special needs are incorporated into this class.

2.4

2.8

2.9

3

Planning for classes is the shared responsibility of both teachers.

1.8

2

The "chalk" passes freely between the two teachers.

2.1

2.2

A variety of classroom management techniques is used to enhance learning of all students.

2.8

3

Test modifications are commonplace.

2.9

3

Communication is open and honest.

2.8

2.8

There is fluid positioning of teachers in the classroom.

2.7

3

I am confident of the special education teacher's knowledge of the curriculum content.

2.5

3

Student-centered learning objectives are incorporated into the curriculum.

2.9

3

Time is allotted (or found) for common planning.

1.8

2

Students accept both teachers as equal partners in the learning process.

2.3

2.6

Behavior management is the shared responsibility of both teachers.

2.5

2.8

Goals and objectives in IEPs are considered as part of the grading for students with special
needs.

2.8

3

Average Score

59.8

64.8
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The data from Table 7 show all participants results versus just the interviewed teachers
from the Coteaching Rating Scale Survey broken down by the 8 components of coteaching
relationships. Special education and general education teachers’ results were similar for most of
the components. There is a larger difference between special educators’ perceptions of their
familiarity with the curriculum versus how the general educators perceived their coteachers’
knowledge of the curriculum. However, this gap was not present with coteaching dyads who
perceived their coteaching relationship as effective.
Table 7
Survey Results on the Components of Coteaching Relationship
All
Special
Educators’
Average
2.8

All
General
Educators’
Average
2.8

Interviewed
Special
Educators’
Average
3

Interviewed
General
Educators’
Average
2.9

2.8

2.8

2.9

2.9

Familiarity with the
Curriculum
Curriculum Goals and
Modifications
Instructional Planning

2.8

2.5

3

2.9

2.8

2.8

3

2.8

2.1

2

2.3

2.3

Instructional
Presentation
Classroom Management

2.2

2

2.4

2.3

2.4

2.3

2.7

2.6

Assessment

2.8

2.8

3

2.9

Components
Interpersonal
Communication
Physical Arrangement

After teachers completed the Coteaching Rating Scale, the researcher scheduled 10
interviews with Five coteaching dyads. The information from the interview was used to answer
the research question: What makes coteaching relationships effective?
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Interview Question 1: Tell me a little bit about yourself
The researcher asked this question to get an understanding of what experience the
coteacher has in education. Table 8 shows the general information about each teacher
interviewed. The participants had a variety of teaching experience, coteaching experience, as
well as education.
Table 8
Comparison of Teacher Demographics
Teachers
1A
1B
2A
2B
3A
3B
4A
4B
5A
5B

Cotaught
Subject
7th Grade English
7th Grade Math
9th Grade English
9th Algebra I
Algebra I
&
Algebra II

Years
Teaching
6
4
4
1
10
32
9
29
12

Years
Coteaching
6
4
4
1
10
12
8
12
12

Bachelor’s
Master’s
Master’s
Master’s
Master’s
Bachelor’s
Master’s
Ed.S.
Bachelor’s

1

1

Bachelor’s

Education

The purpose of this interview question was to gain a general understanding of the
participants demographics. This would allow the researcher to see if there were any consistencies
in years teaching, coteaching, or education that effected the perception of their coteaching
relationships. In addition, the researcher stated that coteachers felt that they did not have the
training necessary to effectively coteach inclusion classes, so by asking about their educational
background allowed the researcher to see if there were any consistencies in education such as if
those who held an advanced degree viewed their coteaching relationship as more effective.
Interview Question 2: What is your definition of coteaching?
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When the researcher asked participants this question, many started to describe their
coteaching relationship but ultimately asked the researcher whether the question was asking
about ideal or their relationship. The researcher responded with both ideal and current
coteaching. Participant 3B said “Having a special ed teacher in the classroom. The ideal
coteaching? Ideally, we would equally share responsibility for the goals of the special ed
students.” Teachers shared that ultimately coteaching was two teachers working together to
support all students in the inclusion classroom. The discrepancy between their current coteaching
relationship and the idea emerged in the next interview question.
In addition, Participant 2B, stated that coteaching is “working together to meet the needs
of every student in a classroom. Participant 2A echoed the same idea when they stated, “helping
me make sure all the kids are being circulated about and understanding the material.” Participant
5A stated that coteaching is when “two people somehow have a good relationship where we are
constantly talking.” Participant 5B stated something similar “we are really both in there teaching
and splitting a lot of the duties.” The coteaching dyads had similar ideas about what coteaching
was.
Question two was asked to address research question one: What are teacher perceptions
of an effective coteaching relationship. By asking teachers what their definition of coteaching
was allowed the researcher to see how they viewed coteaching to see if there were any common
factors that the coteaching dyads had in common.
Interview Question 3: Describe your coteaching relationship (coplanning, coinstructing,
coassessing)
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When I asked this question most teachers did not share that they do any coplanning or
coassessing. There were two coteaching dyads who shared information about how they coplan
and coassess using technology. However, there was only one coteaching dyad that had a
common plan time that was used for coplanning. Participant 1A said
For the planning part, we usually make sure that at least once a week we are on the same
topic. We will get together and talk because we do have a plan time together. We just talk
about what our goals are or whatever or if there is anything in the curriculum that we are
changing so that he is aware of that. I also do online planning. I have a whole section of
notes, called [participant 1B] notes. So, if I’m making a change or adding something I put
it in there for him so that he knows what’s coming. So, he’ll ask how can I best support
my kids using that curriculum so we’ll have that conversation.
This coteaching dyad has been working together for the past 4 years. They also have a
curriculum that they are required to use in both the general education class and the separate
special education intervention classes.
Participant 5A and Participant 5B also engage in some coplanning. Participant 5B described their
coplanning as:
[Participant 5A] does most of the planning because she works with the standards.
Typically, [they]’ll give me the packet [they] is working on for the day. Then I’ll find
things for my small group. Sometimes [they]’ll have stuff there as well. So, we don’t
really plan together but we just know whatever the goal is for whatever we are teaching
and then whatever scaffolding.
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The rest of the participants said that they do not engage in any coplanning, and that the general
education teacher is responsible for the planning. Participant 2A stated that there was “no
coplanning.” Additionally, when the researcher asked Participant 3A about coplanning, they
stated “I would say zero. Myself and the freshmen academy team do the planning together.”
Participant 3B agreed by saying “I don’t really do any coplanning.”
For coassessing, the participants also expressed that they do not assess together. Instead,
the general education teacher is responsible for the assessing of students. In the district, the
teachers already have premade assessments for the teachers to give their students. Participant 3A
stated that “assessing, I do the entire responsibility for the assessing.” Again, the one coteaching
pair who did coasses was Participant 1A and Participant 1B. Participant 1A stated
Coassessing, we do that a lot with essays. We’ll look at their essays together. A lot of
times [participant 1B]’ll say, “This is what I worked on with mine. Will you look for that
in their writing to see if it stuck.
Other coteaching dyads responded by saying that they do not do much grading together.
Participants 2A and 2B both stated that they assess separately. Participant 3B stated “I don’t
know if I really do a whole lot of grading together,” and Participant 4B stated the same “I don’t
typically work with the assessment part.”
When the researcher asked about coinstructing, the teachers had a variety of ways that
they coinstruct. Five of the 10 teachers stated the special education teachers circulate during the
class. One coteaching dyad described the way they coinstruct in their classroom. Participant 5A
said,
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We basically have three groups in Algebra IAs. One group is going to work on IXL
skills. This group actually sits with [Participant 5B], and this is like [their] little area.
What [they] will do, I give [them], or [they] actually looks for sheets like if [they are]
done with something. [They have] other stuff that is more skills based. But normally like
I will do direct instruction…I’ll do direct instruction. Then when they get to [Participant
5B], they are going to work on stuff that we’ve already learned and [Participant 5B] is
very good at being able to do that, which I’ve never really had anybody that could do
that.
Participant 1A said
It is mostly me doing the instruction. [Participant 1B]'ll do a lot of clarifying, like if
[Participant 1B] sees that his kids are confused, he’ll announce, “Hey, this is what she
said, or this is what she asked you to do.
Participant 3B’s form of coinstructing was in between these two. Participant 3B stated that
What I have found that has worked a lot in the past is kind of like I can do, depending on
if I’m in the beginning or the ending of the class but if I’m in the beginning I do like the
vocabulary with students. Like their beginning kind of activities. I usually always did
grammar activities at the beginning and let the teacher do attendance and things like that
or just vocabulary activities at the beginning. That’s where I’ve always been. Then just
kind of monitor around. If I have an idea, I interject some during the class time.
Question 3 also helped to answer research question 1 and 2. By having teachers describe
their coteaching relationship in terms of coplanning, coteaching, and coinstructing the researcher
could see what their perception of the three factors of coteaching were which helped the
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researcher to understand what the coteaching dyads perceived to be an effective way to coteach.
Also, it helped to answer research question 3 because it showed what each teachers role was in
these 3 factors.
Interview Question 4: What role do you think special education teachers play in a cotaught
inclusion class?
The researcher wanted to know what the coteachers thought that the special education
teacher was supposed to do in the inclusion classroom. Eight of the 10 teachers stated that the
special education teacher was there to support the students. Participant 2B stated that “I’m kind
of in the shadows working behind the scenes with the kids.” Participant 2A echoed 2B’s
statement by saying that “They [the special education teacher] should definitely be there for
support.”
Participant 5B really summed up both sides of what coteachers experience in the
inclusion classroom.
It really should be an equal role. I do know that is not necessarily the way it typically is.
We feel very fortunate that we get along well and that we work well together. A lot of the
times I know it is more of an assistant, opening the door, answering the phone, stuff like
that. Which we take it as whoever is able to…But I think it should be an equal helping
scaffold, helping you know.
Participant 1B stated the ideal of what special education coteachers should be doing in
the cotaught inclusion class.
I think most of the time we are kind of viewed to go in crowd control for like behavior
management. But I think when it is done well and when there is a lot of coplanning and
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sharing like that it can really look like growing students academically a bit further. We’ve
seen that a lot this year.
Participant 1A stated that their desire for the special education coteacher is “just that
support because [their] kids need so much repetitive instruction.” Participant 4A stated a similar
idea about just supporting the students, they sated “[Participant 4B] jumps in if I’m forgetting
something, or [they] have a better way for students to understand it.”
The model of coinstructing varied between all five coteaching dyads who rated themselves as
being collaborative.
Interview Question 5: What role do you think general education teachers play in a cotaught
inclusion class?
Through this question, the researcher wanted to know what the coteachers thought that
the general education teacher was supposed to do in the inclusion classroom. Eight of the 10
participants stated that the inclusion classroom was still the general education teacher’s class.
The general education teacher was responsible for knowing the content, standards, or curriculum
and was responsible for primary instruction. Participant 3B stated that
I kinda look to them to create or come up with their curriculum…So, I kind of just take
the lead on that from them… But I still feel like it works better when you are both looked
at by the kids as teachers. I think a lot of times the SPED teachers can come in and it’s
like, “They are the assistant” or that kind of thing….But for the most part with the regular
ed teachers I think that they are really, hate to say it but, it’s really on them with their
curriculum with what things have to be taught and not taught and grading and that stuff
falls heavily on them.
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Their coteaching partner Participant 3A agreed by saying their role is “to give them access to
whatever the subject is they are supposed to be teaching.”
Participant 1A said, “My role is more of presenting it to the whole group. I repeat my
instructions several times too. But really just teaching to that tier 1, everyone is with us. Just kind
of presenting the materials first and then [the coteacher] goes back in and zones in on those
kids.” Even though eight of 10 teachers stated that they should be equal partners, eight still stated
that the general education teacher’s role was to do the primary instruction, grading, and planning.
Participant 1B echoed the response of their coteaching partner by saying, Participant 1A’s role is
“just setting the pace for the general ed curriculum. Deciding where they need to pause when the
majority of students are not getting it, when they want to discuss things a bit further and when to
move ahead.”
Interview question four and five were asked to answer research question three: What are
the roles of the coteachers in inclusion classrooms. By asking the participants what they felt like
was their role as well as their coteachers role allowed the researcher to see how the coteacher
viewed themselves as well as how they viewed each other. It also showed the researcher if there
were any inconsistencies in the way that they saw themselves versus how their partner saw them.
Interview Question 6: What types of skills do teachers need to coteach inclusion classes at the
secondary level?
The researcher asked this question to see if there are specific skills that teachers need to
be effective at coteaching. There was not much variety in what teachers stated as far as skills.
Nine of the 10 teachers stated that the skills needed to effectively teach inclusion at the
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secondary levels were interpersonal skills including communication, patience, flexibility,
respect, and people skills.
Participant 1B stated
A lot of interpersonal skills. A lot of like unspoken things that sometimes you can’t really
teach or train. Like when I push into a classroom, I’m going to get the feel of the teacher
and how they want to do things. Decide if they want me to step in and do more. It’s a lot
of reading the room.
Their partner Participant 1A stated “Flexibility because sometimes he comes in and I’ve noticed
that class is a trainwreck and I’ve totally thrown out the plan we’ve talked about. So, [Participant
1B] has to or I have to be whichever one applies.” Both coteachers agreed individually that it
was important to have skills that are often not taught like flexibility and interpersonal skills.
Participant 2B stated
You need to be a people person, because if you can’t talk to the person, you are
coteaching with, you are going to fail at it…But if you are not a people person you can’t
communicate and communicate well what you want to happen in your classroom it is
doomed to fail.
Overwhelmingly, the skills that the teachers mentioned were not skills that schools necessarily
provide professional development to train teachers to do rather they are interpersonal skills that
you often teachers either have or don’t have.
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There were some responses from participants that included skills that are more trainable
such as content knowledge for both the general education and special education teachers.
Participant 3B this same idea.
You need to know a little bit about what subject area you are going into. I always say, “I
don’t know the math well enough. I don’t think I’d be very beneficial in that class.” I’ve
done science and social studies and English. I’m ok with the English part pretty good. So
just knowing some of those, the actual skill areas for that particular subject is beneficial.
Participant 3A echoed the idea that there are more trainable skills necessary by saying that “team
participation” and “classroom management skills” are important.
Interview Question 7: What types of instructional skills do general education teachers need to
teach both students with special needs and general education students?
With this question, the researcher wanted to know what instructional skills general
education teachers need in the inclusion classroom. The answers mostly consisted of skills that
support students with special needs such as differentiation, breaking apart content to scaffold
learning, and reteaching.
Participant 4A stated that general education teachers need to “break [the content] down
where it is attainable for them.” Participant 4B stated that “you are just reteaching and repeating
because it takes them longer to grasp concepts.” This pair agreed that the general education
teacher needed to have some skills necessary to make the content attainable for the students with
special needs in their classroom. Participant 5A stated the same idea.
To be able to teach both. The ability to differentiate for one because if you have some
here and some here…But I think differentiate is a big thing in a true inclusion class.
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That’s not easy. But I also think that is where if you have a coteacher that becomes
easier.
Participant 5B stated a similar idea. They stated that teachers “have to know how to break things
down to a way that different learners.”
Interview Question 8: What types of instructional skills do special education teachers need to
teach both students with special needs and general education students?
With this question, the researcher wanted to know what instructional skills special
education teachers need in the inclusion classroom. Nine of the 10 teachers included that they
wanted the special education teacher to have knowledge of the special education students’
specific needs and strategies to help differentiate as well as knowledge of the content so they can
help modify for those students. Participant 3A summed up many responses by saying
A pretty good knowledge of the subject that they are coming into. Knowledge of the
students. I think a lot of times that is what they bring to the relationship. And then
knowledge of what to do with specific types of needs.
Participant 5B said “just getting to know the students in that classroom.” Participant 2B also
stated that knowledge of students and content is important. They stated “They need to know the
standards, obviously. It is something that I’ve really worked on to become more knowledgeable
because I haven’t worked on this kind of math since I was in 7th grade which was a long time
ago.” In addition, Participant 5B talked about the importance of knowing the students. They said
“Just knowing the kids and building a relationship”
Participant 4A stated
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I think if a special ed teacher was kind of reserved and not willing to step out and
interject or intervene when necessary to advocate for their kids and step in and work one
on one. Pull a kid and help with something they’re not getting. I think being willing to
interject.
The special education teacher must feel comfortable in the inclusion classroom to be able to use
the knowledge of the content and students to facilitate learning. Participant 2A also said it was
important for the special education teacher to “walk around and see like “Ok, even though this
kid is not a SPED student they still aren’t doing something. Isi t because they are just not doing it
or is it because they are lost?” Both Participant 2A and 4A are general education teachers who
want the special education coteacher to feel comfortable addressing and supporting all students
in their classroom.
Interview questions six, seven, and eight were asked to answer research question two:
What are teacher perceptions of effective ways to implement coteaching in middle school and
high school inclusion classrooms. This question allowed the researcher to see what skills
coteachers needed prior to engaging in a coteaching relationship teachers needed to be effective
at coteaching.
Interview Question 9 & 10: What factors facilitate successful coteaching relationships? What
factors are barriers to successful coteaching relationships?

With this question, the researcher wanted to know what teachers perceived as being the
key component that makes their relationship successful and what was detrimental to successful
coteaching relationships. Five of the 10 participants stated that willingness from both teachers to
teach inclusion. Participant 2B stated “if you’ve got a lead teacher that is not willing to give up
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any kind of power.” Participant 5B stated “being able to play nice with others, work well with
others…I know a lot of gen ed teachers just don’t like having an inclusion teacher and they don’t
like having sped students in their classrooms.” Participant 5A stated something similar saying “if
you don’t have a healthy respect for each other.” When you have two teachers in a room
participants believed that both the teachers were equals so when one teacher is not willing to let
the other teacher contribute it is detrimental to the relationship.

Another component brought up that can be a barrier to successful coteaching
relationships was schedules. Participant 4A stated that

[Participant 4B] gets pulled and is like the department head for special ed. So,
[Participant 4B] gets pulled in like a million directions like testing. Any time there is
testing whether it is freshmen or not [Participant 4B] gets pulled to test and do extended
time, so where it takes everyone else one day, she is gone for 2 or 3 days because of
extended time and all that stuff. So, [Participant 4B] gets pulled a whole lot. Every time
we have a new student [Participant 4B] gets pulled. I can’t tell you the number of times
[Participant 4B] gets pulled. [Participant 4B] is just like not here.

Participant 3B stated,
I don’t know that there is a lot of time set aside for both teachers to sit down to see what
is working and what is not working. I don’t know as far as planning because I think a lot
of your all’s subject areas you’ve got your curriculums and you’ve got what you are
going to do to an extent…but I think just being able to sit down and say this is going to
help this work better, just find that time to communicate.
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Participant 2A echoed this idea, when they said “Our schedule. [Participant 2B] comes in with
half the class is already over.” Teachers interviewed agreed that is difficult to find time to
communicate whether it is because of the structure of the schedule or the responsibilities of the
special education teachers.

Interview question nine and 10 were asked to answer research question one: what are
teacher perceptions of an effective coteaching relationship in an inclusion classroom and
research question two what are teacher perceptions of effective ways to implement coteaching in
middle school and high school inclusion classrooms. The interview questions asked participants
about factors that are barriers or facilitators to successful coteaching relationships. This helped
the researcher to understand what the participants viewed as effective in their relationship as well
as what factors helped to implement coteaching.
Interview Question 11: Do you have any other information you’d like to share about your
coteaching experience?

The researcher wanted to allow the coteachers an opportunity to share anything else
about their relationship. For participants who provided a response, they were positive. Participant
1A said “When [participant 1B] walks in every day it is a sigh of relief. “Thank goodness!” It is
fun.” Participant 1B said “I’ve had a really good experience this year.” Participant 5B said “I
mean I know we have it good. We know we have it good.” Participant 3B said,
For the most part, all of the teachers that I’ve had to work with have been very, very
receptive. They’ve been very respectful. I think going in and it takes you sometimes a
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little while to get to know each other a little bit, and what works with one, but I think
overall I’ve had a really good experience.
Participant 2B said, “I think I got really lucky with all three of the teachers in the school here. I
think they all do a great job keeping me in the loop and stay in touch. I think I got really lucky.”

Interview Analysis
The themes for this study emerged from coding that was identified among the coteaching
dyads’ responses to interview questions that were aligned to the study’s research questions.
RQ1: What are teacher perceptions of an effective coteaching relationship in an inclusion
classroom?
Together/Equal
Eight of the 10 teachers described coteaching as working together for the benefit of
students in their classrooms. Teachers used the phrase “two teachers” or “both teachers” working
together to support the class. Specifically, one participant 1A stated that coteaching is “Two
teachers working together in one classroom with the same group of kids sharing the
responsibility of instruction and support.” Participant 2B echoed this idea when they said, “Just
teacher and special education teacher working together, answering questions, teaching concepts,
teaching content. Students know that both teachers are teachers, and one is not acting in an
assistant role. Our students do know they can ask me anything that they can ask my coteacher.”
Participant 5A and Participant 5B do split up the instructional time in their classroom.
Participant 5B stated that
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We are really both in there teaching and splitting a lot of the duties so not everything falls
on one person. In our classroom, [Participant 5A] does direct instruction and I do small
group and then some kids work on the computer. Then we rotate them through the day.
Another coteaching pair who splits instructional time was Participant 3A and 3B. Participant 3A
described their coinstructing as
We take different parts of the lesson and instruct them. So, for example, [Participant 3B]
would always do vocabulary and then a lot of the times I would do the journal and things
like that. And just like wherever [Participant 3B] saw the need [they] would step in and
do the instructing.
Teach All Students
Another perception that the participants had about coteaching was that both the special
education teacher and the general education teacher were in there to teach all the students not the
special education teacher there to support the students with disabilities. Eight of the 10
participants stated that it was important to support all students in the classroom. Participant 1B
stated, “Not having that attitude of I only deal with special education students. Like you are both
there just serve all the kids.” Teachers repeated that all the students needed to be comfortable
being supported by both teachers. The participants perceived true coteaching as not only the
teachers feeling like equals but the students viewing the teachers as equals.
Personality
When the researcher asked the teachers about their coteaching relationship, a common
perception was that the coteachers should have personalities that fit together. Teachers spoke
about how coteachers need to be able to get along with each other in the inclusion classroom.
Nine of the 10 teachers interviewed said that personality was an important factor when it comes
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to an effective coteaching relationship. Participant 5A said that what facilitates their effective
coteaching relationship is that
We kind of have the same thinking for what is good for the kids. There is no clashing
between us, and I think it is because we both really truly are on the same page and I do
think that some of it might be that we’ve both had children, we’ve both been married. We
haven’t been teaching forever, but I just think there’s that commonality that we have that
makes it work really well.
For coteachers, the teachers responded that it was not teaching experience that made a big
difference but whether they could get along with the other person. Participant 5A coteaches with
Participant 5B who stated that “We are both women of a similar age so we both have a I guess
kind of bond over that.” Participant 2B really summed this idea up when they said,
It is just about find that personality that goes together. When you don’t have that, it is
usually not very successful. Usually, one person or the other is uncomfortable which
tends to be displayed to the students. The students can tell that.
Another personality aspect that teachers said was important for an effective coteaching
relationship was respect. Six of the 10 teachers interviewed spoke of respect in some form.
Teacher spoke about respect in several different ways. The first being respect for the general
education teacher’s classroom. The special education teachers spoke about how the classroom
was the general education classroom and they needed to have respect for the way teacher wanted
things to be done as well as allowing the teacher to have autonomy. Participant 1B stated that
“respect [was needed] because you are coming into someone else’s classroom where they
already have things set up the way that they like it.” Special education teachers who were
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interviewed were all very clear that it was not their classroom but that they were a coteacher in
someone else’s space, so their preferences and styles took precedence.
Another type of respect was for each other’s expertise. The special education teachers
spoke highly of the knowledge that general education teachers have of their standards and
content that they teach. In addition, the general education teachers spoke highly of the
knowledge strategies that special education teachers bring. Participant 4B stated “I respect that
[the general education teacher] knows [their] subject matter so I’m not going to get in [their] way
on that. [The general education teacher] respects what I’m doing.” The respect is there on both
sides of the relationship.
Another aspect of the personality that was important to the coteachers was willingness to
have a coteacher or to be a coteacher. Five of the 10 coteachers stated in some way that
willingness to have an inclusion class and willingness to have a coteacher was necessary to
implement a successful coteaching relationship. Participant 3A stated that “Both being willing to
work and not just seeing it as the gen ed teacher does everything but that the coteacher also
contributes to the relationship.” Participant 1B stated that “[it’s] not possible without buy in from
the gen ed teachers. This year they’ve been great.” Teachers repeated this idea that both
coteachers are willing to be flexible and patience throughout the process of working together in
the inclusion classroom. Other teachers described the reaction of coteachers they have had in the
past that did not work out. It must be willingness on both sides of the relationship for the
relationship to be successful.
RQ2: What are teacher perceptions of effective ways to implement coteaching in middle school
and high school inclusion classrooms?
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Teacher perceptions of effective ways to implement coteaching in middle school and high
school inclusion classrooms had to do with the knowledge and skills that teachers need to be
effective in an inclusion setting. Participants perceived, general education and special education
teacher content knowledge, communication, and classroom management as important aspects of
successfully implementing an inclusion class at the secondary level where teachers must be
certified in the specific content.
Skills
While there are many skills that teachers need to be effective classroom teachers,
coteachers in this study identified two areas that they felt were necessary to be successful
coteachers in a secondary inclusion class. Those two skills were communication and classroom
management.
Communication. When the participants were sharing about their coteaching relationship,
communication was named as a common factor in an effective coteaching relationship.
Participants did not state that teachers needed training in communication, but just that each
person must be able to communicate well. Eight of 10 teachers stated that talking or
communication was one of the most important skills that teachers need to have. Some of the
teachers mentioned having communication about students; other teachers mentioned that having
communication about what is happening in the classroom was vital. Participant 1A stated that
“Communication is key.” Communication came up a lot especially when talking about a lack of
plan time so being able to communicate quickly and effectively is the only way to coteach
together.

106

Classroom Management. Another part of the coteaching relationship that participants
stated was important for successful implementation of coteaching was classroom management.
Seven of the 10 teachers included classroom management in their description of their coteaching
relationship. There was some variety in whether special education coteachers were responsible
for classroom management. Participant 4B said that “This year it is more of the disciplinarian,
keeping the students on task, keeping them awake. I’m an extra set of eyes on that.” While
participant 5B was sharing about a previous coteaching relationship:
I worked with a young male teacher. I really liked him. It was fine. I just didn’t really
have a lot to do in there. He had very good classroom management and he was just
teaching Algebra and they were doing it.
While participant 1A said that
Classroom management is a big thing we have to work through. [Participant 1B] and I do
pretty well of expecting all kids to follow the same kind of standards. Both of us will talk
to any kid that is not doing what they are supposed to be doing.
The participants spoke of students with disabilities that presented an extra challenge to managing
the behaviors in the classroom. Therefore, having the special education coteacher who can
support with classroom management is helpful. Teachers stated that sometimes the general
education teachers do not know what students’ IEP required so the special education teacher
could handle the behavior more effectively so the teacher could do their role of teaching.
Teacher Knowledge
Both coteachers were expected to have knowledge in their specific area, but the special
education teacher was expected to have knowledge of strategies and the content being taught.
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More specifically teachers explained what they expected their coteacher to know coming into the
inclusion classroom with very little coplanning.
Coteacher Knowledge in Specific Area. The coteachers perceived content knowledge
as an important component of coteaching. There were nine of 10 teachers that said it was
important for general education coteachers to have knowledge of the content and the standards
for their class. When I interviewed the coteachers, Participant 5B said, “[Participant 5A] knows
the standards and [Participant 5A] knows the math.” The special education teacher depended on
the general education teacher to have the knowledge of the math. Participant 5B went on to
describe that during an Algebra 2 class where the content was more difficult, Participant 5B sat
in the back of the class during the lesson to learn the math, then was able to get up and help
support the students in the class during independent work. Participant 3A echoed the importance
of general education teachers content knowledge when they said, “They [the special education
teachers] have the strategies to make the lesson, the content that I have accessible to special ed
students. So, where my specialties are English, their specialties are strategies to make the content
accessible.” The general education coteacher is the expert in the content and the special
education teacher brings in the supports needed to make the rigorous content accessible to all.
Special Education Teacher Content Knowledge. While teachers expressed the importance of
each having knowledge of their area of expertise, teachers also stated that it was important for
special education teacher to have knowledge of the general education content they were
coteaching in. Five of the 10 teachers stated that special education teacher content knowledge
was an important part of the coteaching relationship. Participant 4A explained that for Algebra I
I feel like that is a lot of what I can do in math is taking whatever level they need to be at
and just like drawing it way back to get started and slowly building on that as they master
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the lower level of that standard of skill. I think having the knowledge and experience to
be able to do that is key for that group of students and being able to coteach with
someone.
Participant 4A’s coteacher, Participant 4B, echoed the same idea when they said, “I’ve been
doing that subject long enough that I feel comfortable teaching it as well.” Both teachers know
the content so it easier for them both to support students in Algebra I.
RQ3: What are the roles of the coteachers in inclusion classroom?
Special Education Teacher Supports
In coteaching both teachers must take on a role in the inclusion classroom. Eight of the
10 interviewees stated that the general education teachers were responsible for teaching the
content in the inclusion classroom. Teachers stated that since the general education teachers are
responsible for knowing the standard and being an expert in the content area that they did the
instruction for all students. Participant 4A stated, “I do primary instruction obviously.”
Even though most of the interviewed teachers stated that the general education teacher’s
role was being responsible for the primary instruction, seven of the ten teachers interviewed
explained that both teachers shared an equal responsibility for instructing in the inclusion class.
So, even though the general education teacher is seen by most as the primary one, the special
education teacher is not an assistant but rather an equal partner with the general education
teacher. Participant 1B described it as “They [the general education teacher] decide when the
train leaves the station kind of thing.” The special education teacher defers to the general
education teacher when it comes to the pacing and content delivered during the inclusion class.
Another role for special education teachers included supporting struggling learners
regardless of whether they are students with disabilities or general education students. nine of 10
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teachers stated that they were in there to support all students. One teacher stated that “Coteaching
is where the two teachers, the special education, and the general education teacher, are able to
work together and It be both of their class; the whole group, not just single out certain ones.”
Summary of Data Analysis
The overarching research question for this study was what makes coteaching
relationships effective. Through the interviews teachers perceived many aspects that make
coteaching relationships effective. Teachers’ perceptions of coteaching revealed that they believe
that both being seen as equal by each other and their students as important, both teachers
supporting all students not differentiating between who is a student with special needs and who
is a student without special needs as important and finding personalities that match as important.
Secondly, teachers perceived the following skills as important for teachers to have prior
to being in a coteaching relationship: communication skills, classroom management skills, and
knowledge of their specific areas, general educators need knowledge of the content and
standards, and special educators need knowledge of strategies to support students with special
needs.
Lastly, teachers perceive that a successful way to divide roles up is for the general
educator to do most of the planning, instructing, and assessing with the special educator there for
support in the actual class time.
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Chapter 5. Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations
Introduction
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to understand how coteaching dyads
perceive their coteaching relationships. The objective was to find common factors that
contributed to a positive and effective relationship between the pairs. Responses included
perceptions of personality, being viewed by equal by coteacher and students, knowledge of
general educator and special educator, communication and classroom management skills, and
general educator main instructor with special educator in support role.
Discussion
Research Question 1
Theme #1-Equal/Together
One theme that the researcher identified was that coteachers feel equal to each other and
are working together in the secondary inclusion class. Eight of 10 teachers shared that coteaching
involved them working together or being equal with their coteaching partner. This theme is
present in the research conducted by Keefe (2004), Kohler (2006), Stivers (2008), King-Sears et
al. (2014), and Veyrynen and Paksuniemi (2020).
Nearly all the participants spoke about working together in their definition of coteaching.
Participant 4A described it at “Two teachers coming together to best meet the needs of the
students in their classroom.” Even though many teachers did not use a coteaching model that had
both coteachers instructing, the perception was that both teachers were teachers in the classroom.
Theme #2- Teach All Students
The next theme that the researcher identified from the interviews was that teachers teach
all students in the classroom. Most teachers did not differentiate between students with
disabilities and students without disabilities when talking about their roles as teachers. Both
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teachers were responsible for supporting all students in the classroom. Eight of the 10
participants stated that it was important to support all students in the classroom. Participant 5A
stated that
The biggest skill is you don’t make a difference to which one are yours and which one
aren’t yours. You just treat them all like they are yours. And when you do that, you build
trust. If you don’t have trust in the classroom, your coteaching won’t work.
Teachers perceived that it was important for the students to see both teachers as teachers to avoid
the downfall of students viewing the special education coteacher as an assistant. This idea is
present in the research conducted by King-Sears et al. (2014).
Theme #3- Personality
Another theme identified by the researcher was coteacher personalities that go together.
Teachers did not specify a specific personality but just that the personalities of the two teachers
fit well together. Participant 3B stated that “Skills like getting along with each, all of those come
into play but I think that is one of the biggest things.” Teachers really indicated they could not
just coteach with anyone. Participant 5B elaborated that there have been coteachers who were
not pleasant in their classroom, and it became more like another student to monitor rather than
someone to help them teach the class. Mastropreri et al. (2005), Scruggs et al. (2007),
Conderman (2011), and Pesonen et al. (2012) all wrote about the importance of personality in
coteaching relationships. They discussed how teachers who have conflicting personalities
struggled to be effective coteachers and the students were able to perceive that they did not get
along.
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Research Question 2
Theme #4- Communication
The first theme for this research question was communication. Eight of 10 teachers stated
that communication was a vital component of an effective coteaching relationship. Participant
4A stated that “you need to have good communication skills to work with that teacher and utilize
each other effectively.” Teachers talked constantly about how they communicate during class
time; however, few teachers discussed the importance of communicating during plan time. Sileo
(2011), Solis et al. (2012), Pratt (2014), and Alsarawi (2019) wrote that communication was a
necessary skill for coteachers to have to implement an effective coteaching relationship in an
inclusion classroom.
Theme #5- Classroom Management
Classroom management was the next skill that teachers felt was necessary to have before
coteaching an inclusion classroom. Special education students often come to class with specific
behavior problems due to their disabilities. Seven of 10 teachers perceived classroom
management as necessary part of coteaching. Participant 2B said that a necessary skill is “A
great classroom manager. They have to build those relationships with students. If they don’t have
those relationship, they don’t really know what the students are struggling with then it’s very
hard.” Gilmour (2018) echoed the importance of classroom management in inclusion classrooms.
Theme #6- Teacher Knowledge
Participants expressed that teacher’s having knowledge of their area of expertise was an
important component of an effective coteaching relationship. Nine of 10 teachers interviewed
stated that it was important for general education and special education teachers to have
knowledge in their area of expertise. When the researcher asked what the general educator’s role
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in the inclusion classroom was, Participant 2A stated “They definitely need to know the content.”
When the researcher asked Participant 3B what was it important for special educators to be able
to do in the inclusion class, they responded saying,
Most of us tend to know most of our students or we get to know them pretty quickly. We
can help the teacher know like “Hey, maybe we out to approach it this way. Have we
tried this? Maybe we should adjust the assignment this way because this is not going to
work for so and so.” Just kind of giving them those ideas would help.
Special educators are responsible for being able to identify and support students in their
disabilities. In addition, five of 10 teachers interviewed stated that it was important special
education teachers to have content knowledge of the subject being taught. Participant 1A stated
that for special education teachers “Extreme knowledge of the content, especially for [Participant
1B] because [they] do it for three grade levels. [They are] having to know the text we’re reading
for all three which is hard.” Brendle et al (2017) and Alsarawi (2019) supported this finding in
their research. In addition, Ruben et al (2016) wrote that it is important for special education
teachers to have knowledge of strategies. Also, Blackley (2019) argued that it is important to
acknowledge that each coteacher brings a certain strength to the coteaching relationship.
Research Question 3
Theme #7- Special Education Teacher Supports
Interestingly, teachers did not equate being equal or working together as both teachers
instructing the primary lessons of the class. The participants mostly expressed that it was the
primary responsibility of the general educator to do the instructing, while the special educator
teacher interjects and helps students. While most teachers interviewed believed that they were
seen as equal in the inclusion classroom; eight of 10 teachers stated that it was the general
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education teacher’s responsibility to do the primary instruction and the role of the special
education teacher was to support. Participant 2B said “[Participant 2A] does all the in-class
teaching but I go around and help not just the students in my class but any student that has
questions.” Participant 5B went as far as to say they thought it would be illegal for the special
education teacher to do primary instruction in the inclusion classroom. Rice (2007), Friend et al.
(2010), Solis (2012), Shin et al. (2012), and Scruggs and Mastrepori (2017) all stated that special
education teachers are often in a support role in an inclusion classroom.
Implications for Practice
As a result of these this researcher recommends that school leaders use the following
approaches when selecting coteachers for secondary inclusion classes:
•

When selecting coteachers for inclusion classrooms, viewing past classroom management
could alleviate a lot of the stress of having multiple students in a classroom with possible
behavior problems. This could also improve the learning for students when the coteachers
are both able to effectively manage the behavior in the inclusion classroom.

•

Allow teachers to volunteer for coteaching and select the coteacher who they want to
work with. If not that approach, then being willing to move coteachers around until an
effective match is found.

Another aspect of leadership is evaluating teachers, the following are recommendations for
practice when evaluating teachers in the classroom.
•

Observe whether students address both teachers in the same fashion. Coteachers want
students to view both teachers as teachers but not both teachers necessarily as the primary
teacher of the classroom. Special educators seemed to be willing to fit into the role that
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the general educator wanted rather than imposing their way on them. There was a respect
for the fact that it was the general educator’s classroom.
•

Observe the movement of coteachers. Do they both interact with all students? coteaching
is effective when both coteachers support all students in the classroom. When teachers
are in the classroom, leadership should see both teachers being fluid throughout the room.
This approach could help to make students with disabilities not feel singled out but a part
of the general population.

Finally, setting up structures that support coteachers is important to the success of
coteaching. The following are recommendations for leaders to consider.
•

It could be helpful for schools to create a schedule that gives teachers a time to
communicate or a program that allows them to streamline their communication.
Implication of this research is that while teachers did find a way to communicate, they
clearly found communication as an important component of an effective coteaching
relationship

•

Allow teachers to continue in the same subject so they can build up their knowledge of a
subject. Teachers expressed the need to know the subject and in relationships where there
was more experience, teachers felt more comfortable interjecting in the classroom and
supporting all students. This could also help with all the other aspects discussed.
Teachers can continue to grow and improve together through many years together.

Recommendations for Further Research
The focus of this study included the experience of five coteaching dyads in a rural district
in East Tennessee. The researcher recognizes the limits of the data and the limitations of the
purposefully sample population of the study. Given these limitations, and based upon the
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findings and the review of literature, the researcher offers the following recommendations for
future research:
First, the current understanding of the experience of these coteaching dyads is incomplete
and more research is needed from the quantitative perspective. The current description is based
on their perception that their coteaching relationship is effective. However, it would be beneficial
to see how their students’ scores compare to other coteachers in the same subject.
Second, this study was limited to interviews with teachers who teach math and English.
Further research could be done to see if this is the same for other cotaught subjects at the
secondary level. Content knowledge could be a difficult aspect for a science or social studies
class as the information gets very specific in the secondary level. Research could be done to see
if general education teachers in those subjects the same perceptions have of what is effective.
Third, this study was limited to what teachers were willing to share about their classes.
Observation of the class could provide further insight into how the coteachers work together in
the classroom.
Chapter Summary
This purpose of this qualitative phenomenological study was to discover what were
teachers' perceptions of an effective coteacher relationship between the general education teacher
and the special education teacher in middle and high school inclusion classrooms. Coteaching
relationships can be difficult to develop in the secondary setting due to the complexity of
subjects and the numerous subjects that are taught. This study sought to understand how current
secondary coteachers have developed a successful coteaching relationship. Several themes were
identified that coteachers perceive as components that make effective coteaching relationships.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A: Coteaching Rating Scale: Special Education Teacher Format
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Appendix B: The Coteaching Rating Scale: General Education Teacher Format
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Appendix C: Interview Protocol
1. What is your definition of coteaching?
2. Describe your coteaching relationship. (coplanning, coinstructing, coassessing)
3. What role do you think special education teachers play in a cotaught inclusion
class?
4. What role do you think general education teachers play in a cotaught inclusion
class?
5. What types of skills do teachers need to coteach inclusion classes at the secondary
level?
6. What types of skills do general education teachers have to teach both students
with special needs and general education students?
7. What type of instructional skills do special education teachers need to teach both
students with special needs and general education students?
8. What factors facilitate successful coteaching relationships?
9. What factors are barriers to successful coteaching relationships?
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